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Abstract
Inherent to college governance in many community
colleges throughout the nation is the expectation that a
collegial or participatory model of decision-making is the
appropriate mode of governance.

This type of model

structures an organization to allow the opportunity for all
constituencies to participate in decision-making.

Some

states, such as California, have mandated a participatory
decision-making process, commonly referred to as "shared
governance"

(AB1725) while others operate in a similar

manner but not by legislative mandate. Regardless of the
model of decision-making used to govern community colleges,
most states are being asked to address educational
accountability with regard to student performance outcomes.
States, such as Florida, have reorganized their entire
educational governance structure (SB1162) in an attempt to
increase student success.
This case study provides an in-depth look at how
internal structures of participatory decision-making
respond to external requirements for accountability. The
underlying premise for this study is that the decision
making process employed by a community college system at
the state and local level significantly impacts any attempt
to achieve accountability. The study examined two community
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college systems at the system (state) and college (local)
level: California and Florida. Four research questions
guided data collection with an additional sub-research
question regarding how perceptions differed at the system
and college level.

A total of 29 respondents, at both the

system and college levels, participated revealing
meaningful insights about shared decision-making,
accountability, student performance outcomes, performancebased funding and leadership.
The findings of this study revealed that 1) whether
mandated or not, participatory decision making results in a
higher degree of commitment by all constituencies, 2)
commitment while not guaranteeing success, increases the
likelihood of an initiative such as performance based
funding improving student performance, 3) an emphasis on
accountability shifts the focus to student success and
removes barriers to completion, 4) community colleges
continue to be under-funded while expected to provide
services to meet growth and diversity demands and, 5)
leadership is key to the success of any participatory
decision-making initiative. This study suggests that
additional research is needed to investigate implications
of leadership and external influences.
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CHAPTER 1: STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE
The white Rabbit put on his
spectacles.
"Where shall I begin,
please your Majesty?" he asked.
Begin
at the beginning," the King said
gravely, "and go on till you come to
the end: then stop."
Alice's Adventures in Wonderland
Lewis Carroll (1865), Chapter 12,
p. 2
Introduction
Community Colleges as educational institutions began
in the early 20th century and one hundred years later they
continue to serve the nation.

There are approximately

"1,100 community colleges, technical colleges, two-year
branch colleges, tribal colleges, and independent junior
colleges in the United States" (Vaughan, 2000, p.l).

Many

similarities exist in all of these institutions regardless
of their location or size.

One primary similarity is the

mission of all community colleges, which is shaped by a
commitment to open-access, community-based learning, and
lifelong learning (Vaughan, 2000, p. 3).

However, the

decision-making process used to govern each community
college is as unique as the communities in which the
colleges exist.

1
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According to Vaughan (2000), "In the academic world,
governance is the process through which institutional
decisions are made" (p. 20). According to Bush (1995), a
collegial model emphasizes a process whereby decision
making is shared (p.53). Most community colleges have
formal and informal organizational structures where
committees, college-wide forums and councils representing
various segments of the college community enhance the
governing process.

This collegial governance process is

considered by many as the most appropriate way to manage a
college (Bush, 1995, p.53). Some states, such as
California, have legislated a "shared" governance model,
which defined the decision-making process to be used at the
system and local level. In addition, legislators and the
public throughout the nation have demanded that
accountability standards within education be developed and
be tied to funding.

According to Bush (1995), "the desire

to maintain staff participation in decision-making may
conflict with the pressure to become increasingly
accountable to external funding and quality control bodies
(p. 56). Therefore, the impetus for undertaking this study
is to identify the relationship between decisions made
using a shared or participatory decision-making process and
attempts to create and achieve accountability measures. The
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researcher contends that shared decision-making processes
have been created without a system-wide understanding of
what shared decision-making is and agreement on how it is
done. It is further believed that competing goals regarding
decision-making outcomes directly impacts an organization's
ability to initiate and achieve accountability standards.
According to Miller (1999), there are three primary
factors contributing to a group's ability to make
decisions: group processes and communication, group
leadership, and organizational influences

(p. 31).

Several

researchers who have studied governance in community
colleges

(CCCT, 1989; Deas, 1998; Giese, 1996; Trombley,

1997; Vaughan, 2000) believe an effective governance
process requires a commitment from the entire leadership to
participation, collaboration, teamwork and consensusbuilding skills. Moskus (1999) contends individuals feel
empowered when they participate.

The Little Hoover

Commission, an independent state oversight agency convened
to examine the California Community College system,
released the report, Open Doors and Open Minds: Improving
Access and Quality in California's Community Colleges in
March, 2000. According to the report, if California's
Community Colleges intend to respond to the diverse needs
and learning styles of potential students, there must be "a
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governance model that provides leadership and
accountability both from the top down and from the bottom
up" (p. xiii).
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine the
impact of governance as reflected in how decisions are
made, whether shared by legislative mandate or by
convention, on attempts to institute accountability
measures in two states with comprehensive community college
systems.

A further objective of this study is to compare

two community college systems' models of governance to
illustrate how the decision-making process used impacts a
performance-based funding program in each state.

The two

state community college systems chosen were California and
Florida. The study analyzes the decision-making governance
model of the California and Florida community college
systems at the state and local level. It further analyzes
California's Partnership for Excellence (PFE) and Florida's
Performance-Based Program Budgeting (PB2) in an effort to
determine if any evidence could be found to suggest that
the type of governance process used in each system impeded
or advanced the formation and implementation of either
accountability program.
The case study approach was used to analyze the
process and outcomes for each state's community college
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system at the local and system level.

According to Merriam

(1998), "a case study is an examination of a specific
phenomenon such as a program, an event, a person, a
process, an institution, or a social group"

(p. 9). "The

bounded system, or case, might be selected because it is an
instance of some concern, issue, or hypothesis." A case
study presents a "snapshot" view of a problem (Merriam,
1998, p. 10). Therefore, this study looks at governance and
accountability tied to funding primarily during the year
2000. Conducting a case study analysis allowed for an indepth exploration of the issues related to decision-making
and accountability efforts for each system. Furthermore, a
cross-case comparison allowed for the identification of
common issues and concerns. According to Merriam (1998),
comparing sites or cases, allows the researcher to
establish a range of generalities of a finding or
explanations while pinning down the conditions under which
the findings occurred,

(p.154)

This chapter defines governance, accountability and
performance funding for purposes of this study.

It states

the problem and provides background regarding the two
states under review. In addition, an overview of the study
has been provided, and the research questions identified
along with a brief description of the methodological
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approach.

Finally, assumptions and limitations of the

study have been introduced in this chapter.
Statement of the Problem
Accountability concerns and performance-based funding
issues in public higher education have touched almost every
region of this nation. Many states previously using
program-based funding formulas in their budgeting and
resource allocation processes have supplemented such
formulas with productivity measures and other
accountability techniques to evaluate institutional
performance and to allocate resources
Wattenbarger & Westbrook, 1996).

(Honeyman,

Additionally,

accreditation agencies appear to have an increased focus on
accountability in the accreditation process.

Currently,

there are six regional accrediting commissions that set
standards to improve higher education throughout the
country.

According to the Southern Association of Colleges

and Schools (SACS), a regional accrediting commission,
member institutions are expected to have governance and
administrative structures appropriate to higher education
and adequate financial resources

(SACS website, 2000).

Stability and security are crucial to
institutional well-being, as are effective
resource procurement, deployment, and
accountability.
Academic self-governance, a
time-honored value, implies broad participation
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in policy-making and implementation (Section VI
of SACS website, 2000) .
Therefore, the overarching problem under investigation
in this study is to determine how governance, whether
shared by legislative mandate or by convention, affects
accountability in two states with comprehensive community
college systems.

A further objective for this study is to

compare both systems' models of governance and illustrate
how the decision-making process has impacted a performancebased funding program in each state.
Background of the Study
To address concerns regarding accountability,
California created the Partnership for Excellence (PFE) for
the community college system and Florida, the PerformanceBased Program Budgeting (PB2) for all government agencies,
including the community college system.

The California

legislature codified and funded PFE in its 1998-99 state
budget.

PFE was developed through the consultation process

as legislated by Assembly Bill 1725 (AB1725) in 1988.
AB1725 was a landmark legislation designating the
California Community Colleges as a system with eight major
areas addressed in the bill, including a legislated
consultation process that mandated shared governance at the
system and local level. Simply stated, this consultation
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process or shared governance is the sharing of power in a
decision-making process in a climate of mutual trust

(Baca,

1998; CCCT, 1989; Deas, 1998; Francis, 1990). Utilizing the
consultation process, the state Chancellor proposed and the
state Board of Governors (BOG) adopted the PFE goals and
measures.

According to the Little Hoover Commission

(2000), "PFE is a step toward performance-based budgeting"
(p. 18). California's PFE program is specific to the
state's community college system, and represented a systemwide effort to achieve specific accountability goals
addressing student performance outcomes.
Florida, on the other hand, has been in the national
forefront in bringing performance measures into the budget
process to make funding decisions throughout its various
state government agencies

(OPPAGA, Performance-Based

Program Budgeting in Context: History and Comparison,
1997).

In 1994, the Florida legislature enacted the

Government Performance and Accountability Act, which
established the Performance-Based Program Budgeting (PB2)
throughout the state government to be phased in over a
seven-year period.

During the fiscal year of 1996-97,

Florida community colleges began to operate under the PB2
model.

Florida's PB2 emphasizes the connection of funding

to accountability measures with the understanding that if
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"an accountability system is to be relevant, it must be
tied to budget decision-making"

(OPPAGA, Performance-Based

Program Budgeting in Context: History and Comparison, 1997,
p. 19). In contrast to California, Florida does not have
legislatively mandated shared governance.

PB2 was

established by legislative statute and implemented in the
community college system by the State Board of Community
Colleges and the local boards of trustees.
California/s Community College System (CCCS)
According to Bogue (2000), American higher education
is a system with "complex governance structures in which
lay boards of trustees play an important and critical role,
an organization in which collegial/consensus principles of
organization contend with hierarchical/bureaucratic
organizational principles"

(p. viii).

In 1921,

California's legislature passed the Junior College Act, the
first in the nation, which supported the operation of
locally governed junior college districts independent of
public high schools (Vaughan, 2000, p. 32).

The CCC system

currently consists of 108 colleges operating as 72
community college districts.
In 1988, the state of California attempted to deal
with its complex governance structure and define the role
of community colleges in higher education through the
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passage of Assembly Bill 1725 (AB1725), which established
the community colleges as a system separate from the K-12
system.

The California Community College System underwent

intensive scrutiny and evaluation during the mid-to-late
1980s, first by the Commission for the Review of the Master
Plan for Higher Education and then by the Joint Legislative
Committee for Review of the Master Plan.

The outcome of

the evaluation was the creation of the community colleges
"reform bill," Assembly Bill 1725 (Chapter 973, Statutes of
1988).

This legislation mandated a shared decision-making

process later identified as "shared governance" along with
a requirement that a comprehensive educational and fiscal
accountability program be developed and implemented for the
California Community College system.

However, in a report

issued in 2000 by the Little Hoover Commission,
California's state and local governance structures, as well
as the state's funding procedures, were found to be lacking
with regard to creating or supporting accountability.
During the 1990's, several quantitative and
qualitative studies, reports and journal articles examined
the effects of AB1725 on the governance of California
Community Colleges

(Flanigan, 1994; Francis, 1990; Giese,

1996; Howell, 1997; Sims, 1998; Trombley, 1997; Wirth,
1991).

On April 15, 1997, the California Citizens
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Commission on Higher Education invited a wide range of
leaders to participate in a roundtable discussion focusing
on the impact of the AB1725 reform legislation in an effort
to ensure that the community college system be efficient
and responsive to the changing statewide demands. A wide
array of individuals representing trustees, senior
administrators, faculty, staff, faculty collective
bargaining associations, and citizens' commission members
participated in focused question discussions. The
California Citizens Commission on Education reported,
AB1725 is widely regarded as a successful
coalition-based bill, put together by groups inside
and outside the community colleges, with the Board of
Governors acting as a player but not unilaterally
imposing reform.
On the other hand, the finance and
regulatory context created to implement the bill has
critics on every side. Most criticism has been
leveled at the impact of finance on access, at local
governance and decision-making, especially the
elaborate rights of faculty, staff, and students to
participate so extensively in governance. (1997, p.7)
The Roundtable participants addressed each of the
identified issues and their observations revealed among
other things, that the CCC funding levels were inadequate
and that "incentive funding is unlikely to gain support if
it is imposed without collaboration between the state and
those in the institutions"

(Through the Looking Glass: The

California Community Colleges as Seen Through AB1725, 1997,
p.7) .
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In an effort to improve quality, through an initiative
of the Board of Governors
Excellence

(BOG), the Partnership for

(PFE) was codified and funded in the 1998-99

State Budget.

The PFE program represented California's

attempt to connect community college funding to
accountability goals and measures. The initial
accountability goals for the PFE program consisted of
improvements in the areas of transfers, degrees and
certificates, successful course completion, workforce
development, and basic skills improvement with other goals
under consideration for inclusion (SB1564, SEC. 35, Section
84754, 1998).

The goals were established for the system as

a whole but were dependent upon the individual actions of
each district.

Based upon the combined efforts toward the

five system goals, if reasonable progress was made, PFE
would continue to be funded; however, if the state
fulfilled its investment commitment but the system made
little or no progress towards attainment of the goals, the
BOG was authorized to take further action to assure system
accountability.
Florida's Community College System (FLCCS)
In a survey conducted by Moak (1999) entitled A View
From the States: A Survey of the Collection and Use of Cost
Data by States, it was reported that many state
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legislatures require accountability and performance
measures linked to costs and revenues: "every state
collects higher education cost data, but there are
variations as to which state agencies collect the data,
when data are collected, how data are used, and the level
of detail at which data are collected" (p. 14).

The

survey results indicated that all 50 states used cost data
for state budget appropriations and some used it in funding
formulas, in productivity/performance measures, faculty
salary setting, peer analysis, tuition setting, and
academic or other program reviews.

Florida uses this cost

data for all of the criteria listed above except tuition
setting.

Florida's system was established in 1983 by state

legislators consisting of 28 locally controlled community
colleges.

A State Board of Community Colleges consisting

of 13 members including the Commissioner of Education, an
elected official was established to oversee the entire
system.

(Florida website, 2000, General Information:

Education).
Florida initiated the Performance-Based Program
Budgeting (PB2) when the legislature enacted the Government
Performance and Accountability Act in 1994, which phased in
all government agencies over a seven-year period.
Community colleges began to operate under PB2 during the
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1996-97 fiscal year. The law mandated that the program
address degree graduations, minority enrollment and
retention, student performance, job placement and student
transfer (Florida Community College System, 2000, p. 3) .
Minnesota, North Carolina, Iowa, Texas, and the federal
government all use program performance information for
resource allocation decisions in education, but Florida's
PB2 initiative was considered among the most ambitious
(Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Context: History
and Comparison, 1997, p. ii). It appears the Florida
legislators chose performance-based budgeting because this
approach considers how well funds are being used to achieve
desired goals, and it offers lawmakers information to
assist in assessing funding needs for competing resources.
PB2 is seen primarily as an accountability tool requiring
individual colleges to submit data on an annual basis for
review and evaluation based on attainment of specific
accountability measures.
Florida's PB2 evaluates colleges and districts on an
individual basis, whereas California's evaluation is
system-wide based on the success of the entire system to
achieve outcome goals. Another primary factor
distinguishing Florida's PB2 from California's PFE program
is the governance process under which each was created.
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California's mandated shared governance model stipulated
the creation of an accountability program. In contrast,
Florida, which does not operate under mandated shared
governance, underwent a complete review during the 2001
Legislative session as a result of a student-centered
governance model adopted in 2000 which draws decision
making back to what they define as the core purpose of
education.

The student-centered model reinforces the need

for accountability for decisions at every level of student
learning: classroom, administrators, appointed board
members, elected officials and the community based on
criteria established in legislation.

(Florida State

Website, 2000, Glossary of Terms and Acronyms, question
#4).

"For the first time in Florida's modern political

history, those in education - elected or appointed - must
be and can be judged on their commitment to quality
education"

(Florida website, Frequently Asked Questions,

2000, question #4).
Significance of the Study
This study was designed to further research on the
relationship between the decision-making processes used to
govern community colleges and the success of accountability
initiatives tied to funding in an attempt to provide an
empirical basis for assessing what relationships need to
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exist between governance and accountability in a community
college system.

Additionally, this study attempts to

identify whether or not participatory decision-making, as
supporters contend, increases the commitment of an
organization to a decision outcome.

In addition, because

this study examines the impact of governance in
establishing goals and objectives in the development and
implementation of accountability initiatives, it is
expected that this inquiry will provide meaningful research
about the relationships between governance and
accountability that was noted as being currently absent in
the literature.

Finally, the union of college and state

level data and document review, as described in this
proposal may provide a rich source of information upon
which community colleges may draw in an effort to respond
to the growing demand for educational accountability
through increased student performance outcomes.
Research Questions
No studies were identified which delineated or
clarified the relationship between governance and
accountability or the impact of the decision-making process
used to govern community colleges on any attempts to
implement an initiative connecting funding to

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

17

accountability measures; therefore, the research questions
addressed in this study were as follows:
1.

What is the governance or decision-making process
used for community colleges in each state as
described by key stakeholders?

2.

What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures
and performance-based funding initiatives currently
in existence (PFE in California and PB2 in Florida)
as perceived by key stakeholders?

3.

What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact
on how each state is addressing accountability and
performance-based funding?

4.

How has each states' governance process impeded or
advanced the formation and implementation of the
performance-based funding process (PFE in California
and PB2 in Florida) as perceived by key stakeholders?
Additionally, the following sub-research question was

inherent in each of the above questions:

How, if at all,

do these perceptions differ at the state (system) level
from the local (college) level?
Overview of the Methodology
A case study approach was used to analyze the process
and outcomes of adopting shared decision-making procedures
in a community college system particularly with respect to
accountability efforts.

The research questions were

exploratory, descriptive and explanatory in nature.
Exploratory studies seek to answer research questions by
linking answers to related patterns, themes and categories.
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Descriptive studies describe phenomenon being studied
according to common behaviors, events, attitudes,
structures and processes.

Explanatory studies ask how

events and policies interact.

Therefore, while the study

describes the situation of both states, it also attempts to
explore commonalties in an attempt to explain the
relationship between decision-making and accountability.
The states of California and Florida were used for
this study with one college from each state included in the
evaluation.

The unit of study included the CEO, faculty

members primarily those serving in faculty leadership
roles, administrators and a trustee at the local level.

At

the state level, the Chancellor or Executive Director of
the state system and some key internal and external leaders
were included.
The two colleges chosen for the study were selected
because of similarities and shared interests.

In 2000 the

League for Innovation in the Community College, selected
both colleges as Vanguard Colleges.

Vanguard Colleges are

a select group of national colleges identified as
particularly committed to improving student learning.
Additionally, both colleges underwent a change in
presidential leadership following a predecessor who had
served for an unusually long period of time as president.
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Student enrollment is similar at each college and each
operates as a single college district with multiple
locations throughout its community district.

At the

inception of the study, a union did not represent faculty
at either institution. However, the California college
faculty has since unionized.
The researcher was the research instrument.
Information was gathered via document examination and by
conducting interviews.

The documents included minutes of

campus-wide meetings, reporting documents and policy
statements. Documents were analyzed for content by using a
document analysis instrument

(Appendix F). Interviews were

conducted with key stakeholders such as: governing board
members, CEOs, faculty currently or previously serving in
leadership positions and senior administrators.
Interview transcripts and documents were analyzed
inductively to discover common themes, patterns and
definitions, and the analysis was related back to the
research questions. QSR NUD*IST N5 software for qualitative
data analysis was used to analyze the research data.
research design and methodology were flexible.

The

Responses

and events at each site resulted in follow-up questions due
to the evolutionary nature of case study research.
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Individual interviews were confidential and direct
quotes used only with permission.

The degree of

confidentiality maintained in reporting the findings was
discussed with the participants at the time of the
interview.

Any documents reviewed were public documents

and were used without seeking further permission to do so.
Assumptions
Several assumptions underlie this study and guided the
development of the research questions and design.

They

include: an initial assumption that shared decision-making
requires the involvement of administrators, faculty and
staff in a participatory governing environment.

A second

assumption was that a participatory process of governance
is desirable for the success of any higher education
organization whether it is legislatively mandated or not.
A third assumption made was that community colleges are
interested in developing and achieving levels of
accountability particularly with regard to student
performance outcomes.
In addition, the researcher assumed that those
interviewed were truthful about their perceptions and that
they would recall and report accurately their attitudes and
recollections of their experiences related to shared
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decision-making and accountability efforts to improve
student performance outcomes.
Finally, dynamic systems and colleges are continually
evolving; however, this case study represents a snapshot of
a specific point in time. Several major changes occurred at
both colleges and in both states studied during and since
the initiation of the research.

Since inception of the

study, both colleges experienced leadership transitions.
Faculty of the California College voted to unionize while
the Florida state legislators chose to overhaul the
governance process throughout its entire education system
affecting every college within the system. Therefore, some
limitations are inherent.
Limitations of the Study
Qualitative inquiries must meet tests of rigor in
order to establish trust in the outcomes of a study (Guba &
Lincoln, 1985).

Attempts were made to ensure credibility,

accuracy and dependability of the study through
triangulation of data, through the methods used and the
breadth of participant's interviews in the study.
Trustworthiness may have been compromised because of the
researcher's inexperience and limited resources; however,
every effort was made to ensure neutrality.

Neutrality is

established by the degree to which findings are a function
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solely related to the data and not of the biases, motives,
interests and perspectives of the researcher (Guba &
Lincoln, 1985).

An audit trail was maintained including

audio transcripts, raw data assessment, data reduction
techniques used, journal reflections and other documents to
support the study.

Additionally, every attempt was made to

control for researcher bias through the use of thick
descriptions, which consisted of literal descriptions of
the circumstances and characteristics of the two states and
colleges studied (Guba & Lincoln, 1985).

The researcher

also attempted to control biases through a thorough
analysis of documents and semi-structured interviews;
however, because only two colleges were selected for this
study the findings created some insight into two state
systems but certainly cannot speak to the whole system
within each state.
Additionally, it is acknowledged that the two colleges
selected for this study may in fact be outliers and the
data obtained during this inquiry may not be transferable
to other community colleges.

Because each state system

possesses unique or extreme aspects with regard to
governance or performance-based funding, this study will
only be transferable to community colleges with similar
governance and performance-based funding programs tied to
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accountability measures associated with similar student
performance outcomes. Finally, the researcher submits that
no two colleges have the same style, employ the same
methods or ever interpret shared decision-making the same
way.

Therefore, isn't accountability very much tied to the

leader's style and his/her interpretation of shared
decision-making?
Definitions/Significance of Terms
The following definitions apply for purposes of this
study:
Governance refers to the decision-making process used
to govern a community college whether at the state or local
level.
Participatory decision-making refers to the process
whereby leaders consult with the various constituents for
their input before making decisions.
Accountability refers to the measurement of actual
student performance outcomes against expected outcomes to
determine overall effectiveness. Such as, number of degrees
conferred, transfers, etc.
Performance Funding refers to supplemental funding
tied to specific performance outcomes.
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Summary
When participatory decision-making processes are
clearly defined and parameters of usage established, shared
decision-making may enhance a community college's ability
to achieve accountability standards. No research has yet
been published on this relationship. This case study
analyzed the dynamics involved in an environment of shared
decision-making and its effects on achievement of
accountability standards in a community college
organization. It also demonstrates possible areas for
further research on the impact of shared governance on
accountability initiatives in a community college at the
system and local level.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The review of the literature is perhaps the
single most important section of a dissertation
proposal, even though many ABDs see it as something
you "tack on" when the real work is finished.
In
truth, a properly executed critical review of the
literature lays the foundations from which the
rationale for the study, statement of the problem and
hypotheses, and design of the research emerge.
How to Complete and Survive a Doctoral
Dissertation David Sternberg, Chapter 4,
p. 92-93
Introduction
This chapter provides a broad review of the literature
concerning attempts by two community college systems to
address issues of accountability tied to student
performance outcomes in an environment of participatory
decision-making.

In the course of this study, four primary

areas of the literature emerged as relevant to this review.
The chapter begins with a historical perspective of the
community college system of both states.

This is followed

by a discussion of the types of decision-making models used
in each state to govern community colleges. Then
accountability efforts as measured by student performance
outcomes are addressed.

And finally, a discussion of the

types of supplemental funding models tied to student
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performance outcomes. The literature review has been
organized around these four broad areas and is presented
according to their relationship of one to the other.
Presented first is a historical view of the community
college systems in the two states under examination. This
is followed by a discussion of the different models of
decision-making generally used in an academic environment
including a more in-depth discussion of the role of
participatory or shared governance in both states under
review.

Finally, literature is presented regarding

accountability as it relates to student performance
outcomes and areas of supplemental funding tied to specif
performance objectives.

The task of identifying relevant

literature was a difficult one considering the nature and
broad scope of the issues under investigation. One
particularly noteworthy deficiency identified during the
review of the literature is the absence of literature
addressing whether or not there is a relationship between
shared or participatory decision-making and attempts at
improving student performance outcomes.
Sources for the literature reviewed in the course of
this study were primarily through the use of computer
search services of the Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC), LEXIS-NEXIS Academic.

Reviews of
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Dissertation Abstracts as well as bibliographic references
served as additional sources for relevant literature.
Documents and services were obtained primarily through on
line library services provided by the University of San
Diego and local community colleges.

In addition, public

records via Internet access of both States' websites and
various publications and journals of the American
Association of Community Colleges served as valuable
resources in the course of this review.
Community Colleges: In Context
Community Colleges have served the nation for a little
more than a century responding to the needs of their
specific communities. The first and "the oldest
continuously existing public two-year college in the
nation," Joliet Junior College, was established in 1901 in
Illinois

(Vaughan, 2000, p.31). The mission of most

community colleges includes a commitment to: open-access,
providing comprehensive education programs, existing as a
community-based institution of higher education,
emphasizing teaching and learning and fostering lifelong
learning (Vaughan, 2000, p.3).
The number of community colleges increased throughout
the nation during the twentieth century.

According to

Phillippe and Valiga,
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By 1998, there were 1,600 community colleges
across all 50 states (including branch campuses). Of
the 1,132 community colleges operating in 1998 (not
including branch campuses), 968 were public, 137 were
independent, and 27 were tribal" (National Profile of
Community Colleges: Trends and statistics, 2000).
The number of community colleges in any one particular
state varies from few to more than 100.

The two states

included in the study demonstrate this variation with one
currently having 108 and the other 28 community colleges in
their state.
Several significant events occurred over the 100 plus
years that community colleges existed in the United States.
In 1917, the North Central Association of Schools and
Colleges was established for the accreditation of public
and private junior colleges in an effort to standardize
governing in such areas as admission policies, faculty
qualifications, and minimum funding levels (Vaughan, 2000,
p.32). California's Junior College Act of 1921 served as a
model for other states in the development of junior college
districts operating independently of public high schools.
The first community college statewide governing board came
to be in 1928 when Mississippi organized such a board to
oversee its public junior colleges.

Another significant

development for the nation's junior colleges was the
passage of the GI Bill of Rights in 1944, which provided
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financial aid for veterans of World War II. This bill
helped to break down the economic and social barriers of
attending college (Vaughan, 2000, p. 33). The President's
Commission on Higher Education, which helped to popularize
the term community college followed the GI Bill of Rights
of 1947.

In 1958, several states including California and

Florida, with funding support from the W.K. Kellogg
Foundation and Rockefeller family, introduced two-year
associate degree programs in nursing. And, in 1968, the
League for Innovation in the Community College was created
to promote experimentation and innovation in community
colleges. Then in 1978, California's Proposition 13, which
restructured property tax allocation for education,
signaled an increased demand from the public for greater
accountability in public education.
Each of these events represented significant
milestones in the history of national community college
systems. However, in order to understand the complexity of
the community college environment of each state, a brief
overview of the community college systems under
investigation are presented to help establish the context
and setting for this study. The two systems under
investigation are the California Community College System
(CCCS) and the Florida Community College System (FLCCS).
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California Community College System (CCCS)
Established in the early twentieth century, the CCCS
is administered by the Chancellor's Office, which operates
under the guidance of a Board of Governors.

The state's

Governor appoints the 16-member CCCS Board of Governors.
The Board of Governors establishes policies and provides
long-range planning and guidance to the 108 colleges in 72
districts that comprise the system.

The Chancellor's

Office and Board of Governors were created by legislation
in 1967. The CCCS is the largest system of higher education
in the world, currently serving 2.5 million students
(California Community College Chancellor's web page,
http;//www.cccco.edu, September 8, 2002).

Additionally,

each of the 72 community college districts are governed by
a locally elected Board of Trustees who are responsible for
the operations of the college and responsiveness to local
community needs.
In 1988, the California Legislature enacted AB1725
(Chapter 973, Statues of 1988), which reformed the CCCS
governance.

As a result of this legislation, the Board of

Governors adopted a "consultation" process, through which a
council of selected community college institutional and
organizational groups assisted in the development and
recommendation of policy to the Chancellor and Board of
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Governors.

Such recommendations are then presented to the

Legislature.

This formal consultation process allows the

massive community college system to participate in the
governance of the system and advise the Chancellor, who
makes recommendations to the Board of Governors on matters
of policy. The Board of Governors then makes the final
decision.
Florida Community College System (FLCCS)
Florida's first community college was founded in 1933
in Palm Beach.

Since that time, the FLCCS has grown to 28

locally governed community colleges.

The 28 community

college districts are each governed by a Governor-appointed
local Board of Trustees who is responsible for the
operations of the college and responsiveness to local
community needs.

Until recently, the FLCCS was

administered by the State Board of Community Colleges
(SBCC), which was founded in 1983.
With the passage of House Bill 263 (HB263), the
Florida Education Governance Reorganization Act of 2000,
community colleges will be coordinated under the
jurisdiction of Florida's Board of Education as of January
7, 2003. HB263 established a Transition Task Force to
administer this governance transition in a three-year
phase-in.

As a result of HB263, most state agencies
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governing education in Florida will no longer exist. The
Florida Board of Education will consist of seven members
appointed by the Governor. In effect, HB263 built a new
governance model that provides for a seamless studentcentered education system, which values excellence while
providing greater access and promoting academic success
(http://www.MyFlorida.com/government, Education Governance
Reorganization Transition Task Force, September 20, 2002) .
As a result of HB263, the Secretary of the Florida
Board of Education will serve as the chief executive
officer of Florida's K-20 education system. The Chancellor
of the FLCCS, previously known as the Executive Director of
FLCCS, is the chief executive officer of the community
college system.

The Chancellor reports to the Secretary of

the Florida Board of Education.

The Chancellor provides

administrative support and guidance to the FLCCS. The
legislated governance changes in HB263 reinforced the idea
that accountability for the state's education systems rests
with the highest elected official in the state: the
Governor.
League for Innovation in the Community College
The League for Innovation in the Community College
(League) is an international community college membership
organization with more than 750 institutions from 11

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

33

different countries.

The League also partners with more

than 100 leading corporations as well as other
organizations, foundations, and government agencies
bringing innovative ideas to all of the League's members.
According to the League's website, it is the "only major
international organization specifically committed to
improving community colleges through innovation,
experimentation, and institutional transformation"
(http://www.league.org, September, 8, 2002).

During the

1990's, many community colleges made a commitment to become
more learning centered by adding learning centered values
to their programs and mission statements. To demonstrate
its commitment to the learning centered college, the League
established the Learning College Project.
Vanguard Learning Colleges
In January 2000, an international team of community
college scholars and practitioners well versed in Learning
College concepts selected 12 colleges from 94 applications
as Vanguard Learning Colleges.

According to the League for

Innovation in Community Colleges website, the 12 Vanguard
Colleges will "become incubators and catalysts for the
Learning College concept for other educational institutions
around the world" (http://www.league.org/league/projects,
September 8, 2002). The project was funded through 2003
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with the League committing to working with the 12 colleges
over a five-year period to achieve the following five
project objectives:
Objective 1: Organization Culture.
Each of the
12 colleges will cultivate an organizational culture
where policies, programs, practices, and personnel
support learning as the major priority.
Objective 2: Staff Recruitment and Development.
Each of the 12 colleges will create or expand (a)
recruitment and hiring programs to ensure that new
staff and faculty are learning centered and (b)
professional development programs that prepare all
staff and faculty to become more effective
facilitators of learning.
Objective 3: Technology.
Each of the 12 colleges
will use information technology primarily to improve
and expand student learning.
Objective 4: Learning Outcomes. Each of the 12
colleges will agree on competencies for a core program
of the college's choice, on strategies to improve
learning outcomes, on assessment processes to measure
the acquisition of the learning outcomes, and on means
for documenting achievement of outcomes.
Objective 5: Under-prepared Students. Each of the
12 colleges will create or expand learning-centered
programs and strategies to ensure the success of
under-prepared students.
(http://www.league.org/league/projects, September 8,
2002) .

The relevancy of the League's five objectives for
Vanguard Colleges to this study is no more apparent than
those expressed in Objectives 1 and 4 above.

With a focus

on learning outcomes as stated in Objective 4, colleges are
expected to agree upon strategies to improve learning
outcomes and a means for documenting these outcomes.
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expected outcome of Objective 1 includes an expectation
that colleges "create decision-making structures to ensure
involvement of all key stakeholders" (Vanguard Goals,
League for Innovation in Community College,
http://www.league.org, 2002).
Community College Decision-making Models
According to Gibson et al. (1985), members of an
organization need to communicate for many reasons but
primarily during decision-making (p. 567).

Organizations

consist of many people behaving as individuals while
simultaneously serving as group members within the defined
structure of the organization.

Gibson et al.

(1985)

asserts, "much evidence exists to support the claim that in
most instances group decisions are superior to individual
decisions" (p. 588).

Generally speaking, groups can do a

better job than individuals in two important functions in
the decision-making process: defining the problem and
generating alternative solutions

(Williams, 2003, p.206).

However, group decision-making can also create "groupthink"
where in highly cohesive groups, members feel intense
pressure to agree with each other.

According to Williams

(2003), "groupthink" is most likely to occur when a group
is insulated from others with different perspectives. Or,
when the group leader begins by expressing strong
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preference for a particular decision. Also, when there is
no established procedure for systematically defining
problems and exploring alternatives. And finally, when
group members have similar backgrounds and experiences.
(p.207)
Therefore, the conceptual foundation for this study is
shared decision-making, which forms the basis for the
theoretical frameworks identified as most relevant to this
study namely, the political and collegial models of
educational management.
Political Model
Political models assume decisions regarding policy and
procedures emerge through a process of negotiation and
bargaining (Bush, 2000, p. 73). Political models view
organizations as "political arenas where members engage in
political activity in pursuit of their interests"

(Bush,

2000, p. 73). Political models tend to focus on group
activity rather than as an institution as a whole.

The

emphasis is on group interaction. Because political models
are concerned with interest groups with different goals and
values, a political model can lead to fragmentation rather
than organizational unity.
to conflict.

Thus, political models can lead

Organizations that use a political model tend

to emphasize the concept of power.

According to Bush
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(2000), "the outcomes of the complex decision-making
process are likely to be determined according to the
relative power of the individuals and interest groups
involved in the debate" (p. 77).

This mobilization of the

resources of power to support special interests can have a
significant impact on policy outcomes. Despite some
limitations, political models have much to offer to an
academic organization.

As cited in Bush (2000), Baldridge

et al (1978) concludes that the political model has much
strength and can be a strong contender for interpreting
academic governance (p. 90-1). The political model is not a
substitute for the collegial model but provides
complimentary interpretation to the collegial model.
Collegial Model
According to Bush (2000), collegial models "include
all theories which emphasize that power and decision-making
should be shared among some or all members of the
organization" (p.52).

Collegial models assume policy and

procedures are made through a decision-making process of
discussion striving for consensus (Bush, 2000, p. 52).
Baca (1998) maintains that the concept of collegial
governance began in the early years of the twentieth
century with great strides made over the next several
decades to increase the involvement of faculty in the
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decision-making process.

Advocates of the collegial model

"believe that participative approaches represent the most
appropriate means of managing educational institutions"
(Bush, 2000, p.70).
Florida's recognition of the significance of
involvement in policy-making is reflected in an April,
1997, report by the Office of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability (OPPAGA) indicating that all
government agencies "are recognizing the importance of key
stakeholder involvement in setting policy direction for the
reform"

(p. ii).

Florida's community college system tends

to approach decision-making using the collegial model of
organizational management.

The collegial model emphasizes

that "power and decision-making should be shared among some
or all of members of the organization" (Bush, 1995, p.52),
which is similar to California's shared governance model as
described in AB1725. However, Florida's governance model is
by convention not by mandate.
According to Moskus

(1999), "A college that empowers

employees to try new things and welcomes both successes and
failures as examples of learning will create a better
climate for decision-making, but only if the learning that
is produced is shared" (p. 1).

Such participation and

collaboration is the foundational premise of the collegial

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

39

theories of educational management, which yielded the
principle of shared governance in California as articulated
in AB1725

(California Code of Regulations, 1990).

In a

publication released in December 1989, by the California
Community College Trustee Association, shared governance
was defined as "shared involvement in the decision-making
process in a climate of mutual trust.

It means involving

those affected by the decision in the decision-making
process, from faculty and administrators to classified
staff and students" (p. 7).
The literature (CCCT, 1989; Deas, 1998; Giese, 1996;
Jensen,

(2000); Sims (1998); Trombley, 1997; Vaughan, 2000)

suggests that effective shared governance requires a
commitment from the entire leadership (board, CEO,
administration, faculty, and staff) of a college to the
concepts of participation, collaboration, teamwork, and
consensus.

These concepts also abound in management and

organizational literature, such as Covey (1991), Peters
(1988) and Wheatley (1994), to name a few.
Because community colleges are complex organizations
consisting of many constituency groups primarily
represented by appointed leadership, union affiliation or
committee representation, they function with some form of
group decision-making; therefore, both theoretical
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frameworks, Political and Collegial, are considered
pertinent to this study. Furthermore, in a qualitative
study conducted by Howell in 1997 to assess the impact of
AB1725, Howell determined that while the shared governance
model is philosophically positive, a truly collegial model
is difficult without accountability (p. 5).
Accountability
One of the primary factors distinguishing a nonprofit
organization from a conventional business organization is
that theoretically there are no stockholders (owners). Even
though no stockholder owns a public college, there are many
stakeholders, internal and external, with varied interest,
which are not always congruent.

This difference is

explained in New Thinking on Higher Education: Creating a
Context for Change, "Because they do not have owners,
nonprofits do not have the same clarity of accountability
as business firms" (Meyerson, 1998, p. 35). The
significance of accountability in education is evidenced by
the constant focus of the media on this issue. Almost daily
another article appears in a local newspaper or on
television calling for more accountability within
education.

In fact, both 2000 Presidential candidates'

election campaigns had, as one of their primary focuses,
accountability in public schools.

The concerns frequently
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voiced were with regard to the K-12 education system, but
community colleges could not escape the public and
legislative momentum building around accountability.
Clearly, issues regarding educational performance and
accountability are constantly receiving a significant
amount of national and local attention.

The attention on

costs and accountability measures has also created a
fundamental concern by some about the quality of education.
In fact according to Bogue (2000), many of the principles,
policies and practices that constitute the heritage of
higher education were under examination as we moved into
the twenty-first century.
In recent years state and federal governments
have implemented policies designed to bring greater
public accountability to higher education.
More than
two-thirds of the states now have some requirement
vested in state law that requires assessment, and many
states now require colleges and universities to make
annual reports on a cluster of performance indicators.
Other states have policies in which some portion of
appropriations to state colleges is linked to
performance measures rather than enrollments, (p. 13)
Unfortunately, one of the main problems associated
with accountability is that the concept, despite its
frequent use, can mean different things to different
people. Compounding the problem is the belief of some
accountability advocates that public funds are being
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misused (Honeyman, et al., 1996).

According to Meyerson,

(1990)
The call for increased accountability is the
clear signal of a shift from a belief that faculty and
administrators are faithful stewards of our young
people's and nation's future, to a belief that we are
"pigs at the public trough," who— like many others—must
be overseen and regulated if we are to make wise use
of public funds, (p. 87)
Use of the term "accountability" in higher education
is not new as evidenced by a monograph published in 1972 by
Kenneth Mortimer entitled Accountability in Higher
Education, "Accountability accentuates results--it aims
squarely at what comes out of an educational system rather
than what goes into it.

It assumes that if no learning

takes place, no teaching has taken place"

(p. 6).

This

view affirms the changes that have taken place in
education, which has transitioned from the resources and
reputational model of quality and performance to the
results model of quality and performance (Bogue, 2000, p.
214).

Bogue (2000) also notes the vast differences in

motives and methods of civic and collegiate accountability
interests, which create two cultures, such as improvement
versus stewardship, process versus results, or consultation
versus evaluation (p. 214).
According to Bogue (2000), in good economic times,
there is less inclination to ask accountability questions.
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During the last half of the twentieth century, the nation
made extraordinary investments in both student access and
program availability. However, by the end of the century,
state economic conditions changed, resulting in a greater
emphasis on the mission, priorities, and focus of public
institutions throughout the nation.

The most obvious

change was the focus on the aggressive posture of external
forces— "boards, coordinating commissions, legislators,
accrediting agencies--insisting on a more public engagement
of quality and performance issues" (Bogue, 2000, p. 213).
In January 2000, participants in the 2000 Community College
Futures Assembly were asked to identify the most critical
issues facing their institutions.

They identified 108

issues, which were then narrowed down to the three most
significant.

According to the participants, the top three

overall issues facing community colleges were identifying
sufficient and multiple sources of funding for workforce
development, appropriately using outcome measures for
accountability and the cost of technology.

(Institute of

Higher Education, University of Florida, Preliminary Report
on the Critical Issues Facing Community Colleges, Dale F.
Campbell, 2000). Nowhere are issues of educational
accountability more commonly addressed than with
accreditation, student assessment and funding.
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Aceredi tation
There are six regional associations that accredit
public and private schools, colleges, and universities in
the United States. Accreditation is voluntary on the part
of an institution.

An institution associates itself with

an accrediting body, which systematically evaluates member
institutions to ensure that each meets a set of standards
of quality. Members of the association granting
accreditation, determine the accrediting standards. "The
chief aim of accrediting associations are to help assure
the consumers of higher education—parents, students, and
employers-that an institution or program is meeting minimum
standards and to stimulate those institutions and programs
to improve beyond the minimum standards" (Commission on
Colleges SACS Membership Information, SACSCOC.ORG website,
September, 2002). Two of the six regional accrediting
associations relevant to this study are: the Commission on
Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools
Colleges

(SACS) and the Western Association of Schools and
(WASC).

SACS is the recognized regional accrediting body for
eleven U.S. Southern states (Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia) and Latin America
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in those institutions of higher education that award
associate, baccalaureate, master's or doctoral degrees.
(http://www.sacscoc.org website, home page, September,
2002). WASC covers institutions in California and Hawaii,
the territories of Guam, American Samoa, Federated States
of Micronesia, Republic of Palau, Commonwealth of the
Northern Marianas Islands, the Pacific Basin, and East
Asia, and areas of the Pacific and East Asia where
American/International schools or colleges may apply to it
for service.

(WASC website's Home Page,

http://www.wascweb.org, September 2002).
Each of the accrediting associations operates
similarly. Following is an explanation of the process used
by WASC: Three accrediting commissions evaluate different
segments of the educational function. For those seeking
accreditation for community colleges, the Accrediting
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges Western
Association of Schools and Colleges

(ACCJC) evaluates and

accredits public and private institutions offering one or
more educational programs of two academic years in length
leading to an associate degree.

ACCJC operates under five

assumptions including one found to be most relevant to this
study, which focuses "on outcomes and accomplishments,
embracing a model of accreditation which requires
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assessment of resources, processes, and outcomes at the
institutional level" (ACCJC website, Standards for
Accreditation, September 2002, http://www.accjc.org).
The impact of the call for accountability is
demonstrated by the ACCJC move in June 2002 towards a plan
to make significant changes to their accrediting standards,
which include the imposition of an approach to measure
institutional effectiveness.

The change to Standard 1:

Institutional Mission and Effectiveness requires that the
"institution demonstrates strong commitment to a mission
that emphasizes achievement of student learning and to
communicating the mission internally and externally"

(ACCJC

website, Draft C Standards of 5/15/02, September, 2002).
The change imposes a controversial educational
philosophy as faculty see it as a "marked retreat from a
commitment to collegial governance" according to an article
published in Perspective, February 2002 entitled
"Commission urged to reconsider: New accreditation
standards would impose corporate approach".

The change

requires institutions to utilize quantitative and
qualitative data and analysis in "an ongoing and systematic
cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, implementation,
and re-evaluation to verify and improve the effectiveness
with which the mission is accomplished (ACCJC website,
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Draft C Standards of 5/15/02, September, 2002). Community
College Council President, Marty Hittelman, speaking on
behalf of California faculty, wrote the Accrediting
Commission "we do not believe that the 'learning
objectives' and 'outcomes' approach to education
necessarily produces the highest quality educational
experience"

(Perspective, February 2002, Commission urged

to reconsider: New accreditation standards would impose
corporate approach, page 3.)

In the same article, the

Academic Senate for the California Community College system
opposed the standard as it "represents a marked shift in
the number and type of standards for accreditation of two
year colleges, as well as a reinterpretation of ACCJC's
role as an accrediting commission."

The Academic Senate

cautioned against monitoring of outcomes using the Total
Quality Management Approach used in the corporate world.
The Accrediting Commission decided to move forward with its
plan after hearing public testimony. Clearly, the increased
focus on accountability at the national, state, and local
levels elevated student assessment into the forefront of
educational issues.
Assessment
An emphasis on assessment places an enormous
responsibility on administrators, faculty and students to
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improve educational outcomes.

According to the National

Business Education Association (NBEA) Yearbook, No. 38,
published in 2000 entitled Assessment in Business
Education, "performance standards, such as the National
Standards for Business Education, have been created to
guide learning and assessment of outcomes"

(Preface, p.iii,

2000). The public is demanding student assessment;
therefore, it is being promoted by legislators and
leveraged by accrediting agencies. According to the NBEA,
"educational institutions have responded with an array of
theories and approaches to assessment, linking assessment
results to everything from graduation standards to
performance-based funding"

(2000, National Business

Education Association, pg. 10).
Performance-based funding
In addition to the issues of quality assurance, the
emergence of the assessment movement, and the current
applications of TQM (Total Quality Management) in college
settings, there is an increased emphasis on accountability
with regard to performance and productivity (Bogue, 2000,
p.96).

The obsession with performance and productivity

cannot be easily explained.

It is a complex concept with

several definitions related to a variety of institutional
functions.

Many equate productivity with efficiency.
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far back as July 1978, Goodwin and Young presented a
topical paper, which spoke of the threat of government's
control and regulation of public education.

In fact,

Goodwin and Young (1978) noted how "state legislators are
becoming unwilling to increase funding for community
colleges, in response to public pressure to control tax
levies" (p. 2) .

Goodwin and Young also predicted that the

survival of community colleges was in jeopardy if "they
failed to fulfill society's educational needs in a
productive way" (p.3).
According to Moak's survey (1999), it was revealed
that the 15 member states of the Southern Regional
Education Board (SREB) collect detailed cost data with nine
of them, one of which is Florida, using the data for
productivity or performance measures.

Another member

state, South Carolina, is
The only state that professes to base 100 percent
of its allocation of the state higher education
appropriation on performance measures or performance
funding.
To determine an institution's performance,
the South Carolina legislature mandated a system of 37
performance measures of criteria. (Moak, 1999, p.19)
In an unpublished doctorate dissertation addressing
South Carolina's legislative Act 359, which established
performance-based funding in that state, China (1998) found
that accountability, genuine interest in improving public
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higher education, control, duplication, dissatisfaction
with the previous funding formula, and a lack of initial
input by higher education leaders resulted in the
development of the funding plan, which led to the South
Carolina legislation.

Texas is another state with a long

history of working with performance measures.

In 1991 it

began to link strategic planning in education with
performance-based budgeting because

"strategic plans

produce goals, objectives, strategies, and [outcome]
measures"

(Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Context:

History and Comparison, 1997, p.40).

According to

Florida's Performance-Based Program Budgeting Report
(1997), 44 of the 50 states collect information from budget
documents to support the state budget or appropriations
process.
Delaware uses cost data from the SREB Data
Exchange to support the budget process, while Florida
uses not only the SREB Data Exchange but also data
collected through a biennial cost study.
Hawaii,
Utah, and Wisconsin utilize data from special or
annual/biennial cost studies, and West Virginia uses
the SREB Data Exchange as well as strategic planning
documents.
These differences reflect variations in
the states' political climates and decision-making
processes, (p. 14)
Both California and Florida have attempted to deal
with the issues of performance-based funding and
performance outcomes by enacting initiatives to increase
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funding to community colleges through supplemental funding
tied to specific performance outcomes.
California's Partnership for Excellence (PFE)
Partnership for Excellence budget language can be
found in SB1565, SEC. 35, and Section 84754 of the
Education Code with the following key principles driving
this program:
The Partnership for Excellence is a mutual
commitment by the State of California and the
California Community College system to significantly
expand the contribution of the community colleges to
the social and economic success of California.
It is
structured in phases, with substantial financial
investment by the State in exchange for a credible
commitment from the System to specific student and
performance outcomes.
The State shall commit first to fully funding
enrollment expansion both to meet population growth
and to expand the college participation rate, and to
protecting the colleges against inflationary erosion
through annual cost-of-living adjustments.
The State
shall then commit to annually investing $100 million
as an infusion into base apportionment funding.
(California Community Colleges Chancellor's Concept
Paper, 1999)
The PFE program represented California's attempt to
tie community college funding to accountability goals and
measures. PFE was developed based on system-wide goals
consisting of improvements in the areas of transfers,
degrees and certificates, successful course completion,
workforce development, and basic skills improvement
(SB1564, SEC. 35, Section 84754, 1998) with other goals
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under consideration for inclusion.

The goals were set for

the system as a whole but dependent upon the individual
actions of each district.
As stated in PFE, "The Chancellor's Office will
facilitate the sharing of 'best practices,' but the success
of the Partnership depends upon the wisdom, experience,
professionalism and commitment of the staff and governing
boards of each district"

(Chancellor's website FAQ's

(Frequently Asked Questions), 1999).

Annually, the

Chancellor's office will collect and compile the data from
the 72 districts and analyze the combined efforts against
the five system goals reporting the results to the BOG,
legislators, districts, and the various constituency
representatives.

If reasonable progress is made toward the

system goals, PFE would continue to be funded.

However, if

the state fulfills its investment commitment but the system
makes little or no progress towards attainment of the
goals, the legislation authorized the BOG to take further
action to assure system accountability.
At the inception of PFE, the Chancellor's Office did
not publish a list of acceptable uses of PFE funds.

It was

each district's responsibility to target its use of PFE
funds toward the specific system-wide goals developed
according to local situations and needs.

As stated by the
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Chancellor's office, "Districts are encouraged to use a
majority of these funds for new activities or enhancement
of existing activities related to the goals, but this is a
decision which would be made locally"
website FAQ's, 1999).

(Chancellor's Office

However, as previously noted, the

continuation of PFE funds was contingent upon the good
faith effort of each district to meet the intent of the PFE
program.
The CCC system is primarily funded based upon a
program-based funding which is a formula that considers the
number of FTES (full-time eguivalent students), credit
student headcount, square footage of owned or leased space,
and a percentage of administrative overhead in its
calculation (Little Hoover Commission, 2000, p. 60).

The

funding formulas allow for annual adjustments based on
adult population and workload growth and inflation.
Program-based funding, also legislated in AB1725, drives
revenue and is based upon the number of students served and
districts receiving categorical funding for specific
programs, such as PFE.

The BOG determines the

distribution of funds to the colleges but it does not
dictate how the funds are to be spent.
During the first year (1998-99) of the PFE program,
the BOG allocated $100 million.

This amount was increased
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to $145 million for the 1999-2000 budget and the 2000-01
budget proposed that this be further increased to $155
million.

If PFE continued according to its original

agreement, the annual augmentation, over the next seven
years, would grow to $700 million over the base 1997-98's
budget for a total of $2.8 billion (Little Hoover Report,
2000, p.62).
At the end of the first three years, and each year
thereafter, the BOG had the authority to implement a
contingent funding allocation method if it determined such
a change is necessary to improve system performance or to
reward individual districts which have significantly
improved or sustained goal progress.

The precise form for

the contingent funding method was not prescribed in PFE
except that any such method must "link allocation of funds
in individual districts to the achievement of and progress
toward Partnership for Excellence goals by those districts"
(SB1564, SEC. 35, Section 84754, 1998).
While there were few or no limitations on how PFE
funds could be spent, legislative and budget language
clearly suggested that PFE funds should be closely tied to
the specific desired outcomes.

Individual college progress

would not be differentiated for analysis of district goal
progress but measured on a system-wide basis.

According to

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

55

early reports of PFE-related funding activities, a majority
of colleges hired additional faculty and staff.

However,

given that PFE was designed to sunset in 2005-06, some
administrators were concerned with how continued employment
contracts would be funded (Little Hoover Commission, 2000,
p. 63) .
In its final report published in March 2000, the
Little Hoover Commission, an independent state oversight
agency, voiced concerns for the future with respect to PFE:
Potentially, the colleges are being set up for
controversy.
The State is investing hundreds of
millions of dollars with high expectations that
performance will be improved.
But the dollars are not
directly tied to performance and individual colleges
are not being held accountable for how they are
spending the money.
Seven years and $2.8 billion from
now, the colleges may well be embroiled in
controversy—debating funding formulas and governance
structures, and distracted from their assignments of
making Californians lifelong learners, (p. 63)
Upon completion of the study, the Commission proposed
four recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature,
the final two of which are particularly relevant to this
study:
Recommendation 3: The Governor and the
Legislature should reguire the Board of Governors to
develop a funding system that encourages universal
access, teaching excellence and student success.
Specifically the Board of Governors should:
□ Revise the community college funding
mechanism.
□ Create incentives for the colleges to
improve their services.
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□ Establish compacts to fill unmet needs.
□ Establish incentives for students to
complete a program of study.
□ Evaluate and refine incentives.
Recommendation 4: The Governor and the
Legislature should reform the community college
structure to increase the accountability and efficacy
of college leaders.
Specifically:
□ Strengthen the state Board of Governors, possibly
by revising the make-up of the Board of Governors
and improving scrutiny of potential appointees.
□ Align the Chancellor's Office with its various
levels of responsibility.
□ Create a California Community College Office of
Accountability.
□ Require all local boards to annually publish and
disseminate information on their goals and
results.
The original five PFE goals were adopted in 1999
following extensive consultation with internal
constituencies and external interests.

However, in late

1999, several agencies expressed concerns about the level
of performance contained in the PFE goals.

In fact, "since

the creation of the Partnership, California elected a new
Governor who has made education accountability and
performance outcomes assessment major themes of his
administration"

(Nussbaum and Cabaldon, 1999, p.l). The

change in state leadership along with the concerns
expressed by the Commission resulted in changes to PFE's
original language. In January 2000, the Governor's Budget
approved Partnership funding to districts only after the
goals had been revised to be "sufficiently rigorous," as
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determined through concurrence of the various agencies
expressing concern.

It was also indicated that further

augmentation to Partnership funding would be contingent on
such a revision of the goals.

The Chancellor's Office

immediately held a series of meetings to satisfy the
Governor's request.

The revisions required sub-goals that

consisted of increased levels of success in the transfer
goal, degrees and certificates granted, and workforce
development.

These changes were presented to the

Consultation Council, which concurred with the changes at a
meeting on June 15, 2000.

(BOG, Revised Goals for the

Partnership for Excellence Program, July 2000).
The Chancellor's office released in April 2002 the
fourth in a series of reports that presented baseline data
specific to the system-wide PFE performance goals at
system-wide, district- and college-level. These reports are
in accordance with Education Code Section 84754 which
requires the
Chancellor's office to report to the Legislature,
Governor, the California Post-Secondary Education
Commission (CPEC), and other interested parties by
April 15 of each year.
The annual reports shall
include data for each district and college with
respect to levels of achievement and relative progress
towards the goals... (System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, 1998-99, 1999-00 and 2000-01,
April 2002, p . 4).
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In March 2001 and again in March 2002, based on the
system's progress in meeting Partnership goals, the
Governor determined that it was not necessary to trigger
contingent funding.

According to the System Performance on

Partnership for Excellence Goals, 1998-99, 1999-00 and
2000-01 reported in April, 2002 "the System achieved 101.3%
or 106.0%

(depending upon the method of assessment) of its

aggregate interim targets for 2000-01"

(2002, p.4).

Therefore, it was concluded based on performance, the
System is making satisfactory progress towards its 2005-06
goals. Unfortunately, due to limited state resources, PFE
has not been funded in the Governor's 2001-02 budget.
However, a critical issue facing the CCCS is how to balance
open access with PFE performance objectives?

How will

accountability measures be implemented without an adequate
means of tracking outcomes such as students leaving for
jobs? Can there be full accountability without openly
acknowledging this function of community colleges?
Florida's Performance-based Budgeting (PB2)
During the 1980s, Florida legislators began to focus
on an accountability movement throughout the state. In
1994, the Florida legislature enacted the Government
Performance and Accountability Act, which established
performance-based program budgeting (PB2) for all government
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programs to be phased in over a seven-year period.

As

with most other states, Florida had increasing demand for
services in sectors such as corrections, transportation,
health, and welfare.

Education was the single largest

budget item in the state. However, because of
constitutional constraints on the K-12 system, higher
education became a target for cost control through
performance measures. The public did not believe the
results met or exceeded the increasing costs associated
with higher education.

As stated in a presentation by

Yancy, the Bureau Chief of the Florida Division of
Community Colleges on November 17, 1998
There was a perception that public colleges and
universities were admitting too many unqualified
students simply to garner funds from FTE driven
funding models.
Institutions were accused of
graduating too few of the students enrolled, allowed
those who did graduate to take longer than necessary
to earn their degrees, and allowed too many to
graduate without the knowledge and skills to meet the
demands of the marketplace, (p.4)
Community Colleges were selected as the first
educational delivery system to adopt Performance-Based
Budgeting initiatives in Florida. FLCCS began to operate
under the PB2 performance-based program budgeting model in
the 1996-97 budget. In its 1998-99 PB2 Status Report,
Florida's experience showed that focusing on performance
improved accountability for state programs, led to better
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public services, and produced cost savings.

However, the

report also indicated that government agencies needed to
develop more comprehensive performance measurement systems,
improve data quality, and develop more reasonable
standards.
Furthermore, the report

(1997) noted that the desire

to reform government accountability and the budgeting
processes was not something new.

This report

(1997) also

contended that a long-perceived weakness in government was
the belief that public entities focused more on
bureaucratic processes than on results.

Minnesota, North

Carolina, Iowa, and Texas and to some extent the federal
government all use program performance information for
resource allocation decisions in education, but Florida's
performance-based budgeting initiative is considered among
the most ambitious

(Performance-Based Program Budgeting in

Context: History and Comparison, 1997, p.ii). The Florida
legislatures chose performance-based budgeting because this
method considers how well funds are being used to achieve
desired goals.
The Performance-Based Program Budgeting (1997) report
also noted that all federal and state agencies that have
implemented performance-based budgeting, recognize the
importance of key stakeholder involvement in setting policy
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direction and the importance of proper collection,
management, and analysis of performance data.

According to

the report (1997), Florida's PB2 initiative provided greater
management flexibility to the state agencies in exchange
for accountability.
Agencies should have incentives to deliver
services and products efficiently and effectively.
Their performance in achieving desired outcomes should
be measured against clearly defined missions, goals,
and objectives.
Finally, information on performance
and public benefits of government services should be
provided to the state's citizens, (p.2)
The report also revealed that Florida's 28 Community
College system's performance-based budgeting approach
differed from other approaches used in Florida by directly
linking community college performance to a portion of state
funding.

Community colleges are awarded points based on a

number of output and outcome indicators and then incentive
funds are apportioned based on the number of points earned
(Review of the Community College System's Performance-Based
Program Budgeting Measures and Incentive Fund, 1998).
In addition, the Florida Performance-Based Program
Budgeting report indicated that only 44 of the 50 states
collect information from budget documents to support the
state budget or appropriations process.
Delaware uses cost data from the SREB Data
Exchange to support the budget process, while Florida
uses not only the SREB Data Exchange but also data
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collected through a biennial cost study.
Hawaii,
Utah, and Wisconsin utilize data from special or
annual/biennial cost studies, and West Virginia uses
the SREB Data Exchange as well as strategic planning
documents.
These differences reflect variations in
the states' political climates and decision-making
processes (Survey, p. 14).
Florida's performance standards were developed at both
the institutional and system level. A significant indicator
of how the FLCCS accountability system links performance
standards and the budget are best illustrated by the fact
that a separate source of funds is distributed based upon
the points earned. The legislature established the
performance measures and the Florida Board of Education set
the performance standards.

The focus of the standards is

on student achievement and learning in order to provide
Floridians with information on how well public funds are
being used to educate students throughout the K-20 system.
The Governor's 2001-02 budget provided nearly a 5% increase
in state funds in the college operating budgets, which
resulted in a $10 million increase in Performance-based
Budget Program allocation to FLCCS (Armstrong memorandum to
Community College Presidents, January 17, 2001) .
Student Outcomes
According to a report in Community College Week, June
24, 2002, "approximately 5.6 million students are now
enrolled in U.S. two-year colleges, with the vast majority
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(97 percent) attending community colleges and other
publicly funded institutions" (p. 6). In addition, the
report noted that many two-year colleges were increasing
certificate offerings in response to business and industry
needs.

A key performance goal for both California's and

Florida's performance funding programs dealt with increases
in degree and certificate awarding and workforce
development.

Of the top 100 institutions awarding

Associate's Degrees

(all disciplines), 16 are community

colleges in Florida and 23 are in California.

The two

state community college systems combined represent 39 of
the top 100 nationwide community colleges.

Florida holds

the distinction of the top three two-year institutions in
the U.S. conferring Associate degrees.

Associate degree

conferrals as with the national population have
significantly increased in the Southeast, Southwest and
West.

Based on preliminary numbers reported for the 2000-

01 academic year, there has been a nationwide increase of
13% in associate degree production between academic years
1992-93 and 2000-01

(Community College Week, June 24, 2002,

p. 8) .
However, a notable challenge facing public colleges
and universities is the fact that proprietary (private,
for-profit) institutions more than doubled their degree
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output.

As stated in the Community College Week article

Onward and Upward; Trends and Analysis in Associate' Degree
Conferrals, "if these rates of growth continue unabated,
proprietary institutions will surpass the public sector in
associate's degrees conferred in 20 years" (June 24, 2002,
p. 8).

During the year 2000-01, approximately 560,000

associate's degrees were awarded by community colleges,
which means that two-year colleges confer one associate's
degree for every 10 enrolled students

(The Top 100

Associate's Degree Producers, Community College Week, June
24,2002, p. 6). Clearly, based on this report, Florida and
California legislators are attempting to respond to
increased productivity in their respective community
college systems; however, the responsibility for achieving
performance standards rests primarily at the local level
with the leadership.
Community College Leadership
Leaders and accountability
Because the concept of productivity includes so many
variables, one would expect equally diversified methods for
achieving and measuring productivity.

Goodwin and Young

(1978) developed "survival tactics" for managers and
leaders faced with demonstrating accountability.

Although

not all were directly related to productivity, they
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believed that developing a clearly focused mission,
establishing generally democratic governance structures,
permitting many people to exercise leadership while
engaging in effective decision making and being cost
effective would all further that goal (p.5).
Goodwin and Young (1978) viewed education, work, and
leisure as a triangular relationship providing options
available to individuals at many times in their lives;
therefore, the highest level of productivity would be the
ability of community colleges to devise new approaches to
meet the changing needs

(p. 7).

Additionally, they

believed community college leadership needed to continue to
work with the community to communicate the benefits and
value of a higher education in order to garner support for
state assistance through continued funding from state
appropriations rather than merely through increased
tuitions.

In A Struggle to Survive; Funding Higher

Education in the Next Century, Honeyman, Wattenbarger and
Westbrook (1996) urged community college leadership to take
charge of the public debate on higher education and shift
the emphasis from the continuing justification for higher
education and fights over scarce resources to the broader
and more important issues of "what students need to know,
how they should learn it, and how colleges will continue to
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adapt and be responsive to their respective communities'
needs"

(p. 184).

Leaders and student performance
Designing college systems that encompass well-crafted
quality assurance principles is a worthy endeavor: however,
Bogue (2000) warns academia against an overemphasis on
quality and performance.
The concepts of performance evidence, continuous
improvements, decision utility, external referenced
accountability, and mission distinction are important
governing ideals of quality. They nurture quality in
our colleges and universities, however, must go beyond
these conceptual and technical responsibilities. We
need to do more than put on the "clothing" and outward
appearance of quality via our systems and structures.
We need to touch the soul of our colleges and
universities. What unites the systemic and the
personal dimensions of quality? The uniting element
is a habit of mind and heart that creates a community
of caring, (p.106)
Bogue (2000) illustrates the concept of creating a
community of caring by referencing Alverno College in
Wisconsin and Truman State University in Missouri as two
institutions which have a substantive and substantial
reputation for quality because they have built a link
between assessment and learning but, more significantly,
because they have created institutions where the "link
between personal and systemic servants of quality are
almost indistinguishable" (p.106).

According to Bogue
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(2000) such institutions create an environment where policy
and action nurture both students and standards.
Similarly, in a report released in March 1998 by The
New Millennium Project on Higher Education Costs, Pricing
and Productivity
Unless new approaches to higher education finance
and administration are devised that allow costs to be
managed, student access to be protected, and quality
to be maintained, the capacity for America's colleges
to meet the nation's social and economic needs in the
future will be jeopardized. (1998, p. 3)
The Ford Foundation and The Education Resources
Institute sponsored the Millennium Project program.

It is

a multi-year effort to improve the understanding of and
facilitate reform of the complex system for financing
higher education.

The project's initial report Reaping the

Benefits: Defining the Public and Private Value of Going to
College concluded that higher education must fundamentally
restructure itself to meet the needs of society.

However,

"Presidents, trustees, faculty, student leaders, and
statewide higher education officials need to develop new
tools for managing transformation that protect the basic
social and economic mission of collegiate higher education
while simultaneously adapting to major change"

(1998,

March, p.3).
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However, how does an educational institution or its
leaders measure performance and productivity?

According to

Moak (1999), there is no concrete information available on
the relationship between dollars of input and quality of
output in higher education (p.21). Conversely, any business
accountability model is based on this fundamental
relationship between inputs and outputs.

One possible

definition of accountability in a business organization as
defined in Wendell's Corporate Controllers Manual

(1981)

Requires that the responsible individual or unit
provides some evidence that the assigned tasks were
accomplished and submit a report comparing the outcome
to the plan [projected costs].
This concept of
control through accountability focuses on the major
reason for management's introduction of control. In
general, through anticipation, measurement, and
adjustment, controls help organizations realize
planned objectives. (Chapter 17, p.3)
More than twenty years ago, Goodwin and Young (1978)
developed "survival tactics" for academic managers and
leaders.

Although not all of the tactics were directly

related to productivity, they determined and reported that
developing a clearly focused mission, establishing
generally democratic governance structures, permitting many
people to exercise leadership while engaging in effective
decision-making, and being cost effective would all further
performance-based funding goals (Goodwin & Young, 1978, p.
5) .
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Leaders and the challenges ahead
Ideally, leaders should be technically competent, able
to measure statistical data, but also able to balance the
human aspect within an institution. Leaders must also build
an understanding that the human aspect is a) valuable, b)
necessary, c) not necessarily quantifiable, and d) real
i.e., human. As the public calls for more accountability,
the nation's community colleges are faced with increased
student diversity and the need to strategically plan which
programs to offer and where to offer them in their
community to meet student needs.

In an interview with

George Baker appearing in Community College Week, February
18, 2002, Dr. George Baker stated that "There is an ideal
way of organizing and running each institution but if we
are to resolve the difficulties in finding that ideal, we
have got to have better leadership and better management
systems to operate those campuses"

(p.7).

Community

College leaders have many challenges facing them in the 21st
century. While leaders need to be decisive in facilitating
planning and decision-making processes, a balance must
exist between involving others in decision-making and
moving forward.

Successful leaders in corporate America

and in the Academy know the importance of collaboratively
developing a vision and plan that involves the college's
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constituencies who have a stake in the outcomes.

Community

College leaders face the challenges of leading their
institutions in an "age of information technology,
globalization, belt-tightening, and accountability"
according to The Leading Edge: Competencies for Community
College Leadership in the New Millennium.

Therefore,

current and future community college leaders must foster
governance structures that ensure innovation and creativity
(League for Innovation, 2001, p. 49).
Summary
The literature reviewed indicates a need for further
study on several issues facing the California and Florida
community college systems. Probably the most significant is
related to the future of accountability.

The primary

concern is that the literature includes a preponderance of
interest on the part of legislators and the public in
accountability measures through increased productivity and
efficiency.

Will legislators call for further

accountability and performance funding measures? If so, is
the decision-making process used in each state a factor in
developing further accountability measures?

Because

participatory decision-making, known as shared governance
in California, is a philosophical belief as well as a
process, it is difficult to narrowly focus on the topic.
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Shared governance, in the collegial sense, is as old as the
academy and has reached a heightened significance in the
California Community College system primarily due to
legislation, but this leads to a philosophical question,
which was raised in one of the articles reviewed: Is it
possible to mandate collegiality?

This leads to another

question: Can there be true accountability if individual or
constituency interests are placed above that of the whole?
Because Political models characterize decision-making as a
bargaining process, "power accrues to dominant coalitions
rather than being the preserve of formal leaders"
1995, p.73).

(Bush,

Collegial model advocates believe

participative approaches represent the most effective means
of managing an educational institution.

However,

detractors see collegiality as underestimating the official
authority of the leader and it assumes that consensus can
always be reached, which may not always be the case.
The literature suggests that agreement must be
reached as to what the various constituencies--public,
legislators, administrators, and faculty— mean when
discussing accountability, e.g., does accountability refer
only to student success measured by transfer rates, degrees
and job placement?

Is this a shared definition?

Are these

outcomes the only measurement that can be used to evaluate
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educational effectiveness?

If not, what are the

alternatives?
Finally through the review of the literature, it
became apparent that funding and costs are critical factors
when discussing accountability and performance objectives.
All of the literature reviewed suggests that funding has
not been adequately handled and, in fact, contributes to
some of the inconsistencies and challenges facing each
state's community college systems. Both systems appear to
be under-funded and face future funding shortfalls with
increased demand for productivity.
An example of this funding shortfall is demonstrated
by the fact that while the state of California mandated
shared governance and other key factors in AB1725, it is
difficult to assess the effectiveness of the bill because
it was never funded by the state even though it has been
more than 10 years since the legislation was passed.
Similarly, while PFE is an attempt at developing an
accountability program in the CCC system, scheduled to
sunset in 2005, additional state resources are not
expected. How can performance-based incentives that have a
sunset date hope to instill a cultural change within an
organization in such a short time period to ensure that
improvement will be ongoing? Can a program (PFE) with the
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stated limitations and with such large system-wide goals
and expectations have a significant impact on the
California Community College System?
On the other hand, Florida's performance-based
budgeting appears to be working well for the state;
however, in its pursuit of increased accountability,
Florida recognized the need to overhaul its entire
educational governance system.

With the passage of HB2263,

the legislators decided to "wipe the slate clean" and build
a new governance model that is seamless and studentcentered promoting academic success.

The New Florida Board

of Education will be established effective January 7, 2003.
Florida's new K-20 governance model reinforces the need for
accountability for decisions at every level of student
learning thereby, making those in education - elected or
appointed - subject to judgment regarding their commitment
to educational excellence.
In conclusion, the literature reviewed attempts to
highlight some of the key issues necessary for
consideration if there is to be true accountability for
student performance outcomes in a community college
setting. Community college institutions have inherited
traditions of collegiality or as is the case with
California, participatory decision-making was mandated by
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legislation. However, it is important to recognize that
while AB1725 legislated, among other things, shared or
participatory decision-making at the system level, shared
decision-making existed at the local level in varying
degrees through the collegial process prior to the passage
of AB1725.

Finally, the public has increasingly called for

assurances that funds are being properly used and yielding
the outcomes desired with regard to student performance.
Shared decision-making and accountability are complex
issues and while extensive literature exists on each of the
issues, none could be found which linked the relationship
between a decision-making process used to govern and
attempts at instituting accountability issues tied to
performance outcomes.
This study has been designed to explore these issues
and the relationships as they relate to the California and
Florida Community College Systems.
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CHAPTER 3:METHODOLOGY
How one integrates data to support the analysis
and interpretation is not as important as achieving
some balance between the two. No case study should be
all empirical data or all theoretical analysis.
It is
the mixture that conveys to the reader the
researcher's interpretation of the case and the basis
for that interpretation.
Case Study Research in Education:
A Qualitative Approach, Sharan B. Merriam,
Chapter 11, p. 203
Introduction
This chapter describes the methodology used to collect
and analyze the data gathered in this study. The purpose of
the study is to examine the impact of governance, whether
shared by legislative mandate or by convention, on attempts
to institute accountability measures in two states with
comprehensive community college systems. A further
objective of this study is to compare both systems' models
of governance to illustrate how the decision-making process
used impacts a performance-based funding program in each
state.
The study uses a qualitative, case study approach,
concentrating on one community college in each of the two
states. A variety of data sources, including interviewing,
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document collection and analysis, and historical review
were used to triangulate the data.

Triangulation was

primarily achieved through data collection and analysis at
the state (system) and local (college) level.
Conceptual Framework
The underlying conceptual framework, which forms the
basis for this study is presented in the following diagram.
Figure 1 : The Conceptual Framework
HQ«

"A"

Governance - decision
making process

Not
Mandated

Mandated

State

Figure C a p t i o n s :
"G" represents
d e c is ion e.g.,
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"A" represents
accountability.
"A" represents

Supplemental
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Accountability student/performance
outcomes

Funding

Total
Budget

/ PFE
' (CA)

State
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Research Study
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the political methods of influenci ng go vernin g
lobbying.
the legislative process in governance, m a n d a t e d or
the r eporting r elationship between funding and
the legislative process of b u d g eting a nd funding.
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Research Questions
The research questions addressed in the study are the
following:
1.

What is the governance or decision-making process
used for community colleges in each state as
described by key stakeholders?

2.

What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures
and performance-based funding initiatives currently
in existence (PFE in California and PB2 in Florida)
as perceived by key stakeholders?

3.

What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact
on how each state is addressing accountability and
performance-based funding?

4.

How has the states' governance process impeded or
advanced the formation and implementation of the
performance-based funding process (PFE in California
and PB2 in Florida) as perceived by key stakeholders?
Additionally, the following sub-research question was

inherent in each of the above questions:

How, if at all,

do these perceptions differ at the state (system) level
from the local (college) level?
Design Rationale
A qualitative case study approach was selected for
this study for a number of reasons.

First, the research

questions are exploratory, descriptive and explanatory in
nature.

Exploratory studies seek to answer questions

linking answers by related patterns, themes and categories.
Descriptive studies describe phenomena being studied
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according to common behaviors, events, attitudes,
structures and processes.

Explanatory studies ask how

events and policies interact.

Merriam acknowledges, "While

some case studies are purely descriptive, many more are a
combination of description and interpretation or
description and evaluation"

(Case Study Research in

Education: A Qualitative Approach, 1998, p.29).
This study was designed as an inquiry of two community
college systems at the state (system) level and the local
(college) level in an attempt to evoke a broad
understanding of the phenomena under study.

It is a case

study analysis utilizing a variety of qualitative research
methods.

According to Patton (1990), a "qualitative

inquiry strategy emphasizes and builds on several
interconnected themes" (p. 39).

Three themes as identified

by Patton (1990) used in this study are naturalistic
inquiry, inductive analysis and qualitative data (p.40).
Naturalistic inquiry allows for "openness to whatever
emerges"

(Patton, 1990, p. 40) as this study attempts to

present a narrative of the decision-making process found in
both community college systems. Inductive analysis is based
on discovery rather than theory testing as the researcher
comes to understand patterns that exist in the case being
studied (Patton, 1990, p.44).

Finally, because qualitative
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data captures personal perspectives and experiences of the
participants through in-depth inquiry, Patton (1990)
advocates a paradigm of choices where the methodological
quality of a study is judged by whether the design
decisions are appropriate given "the purpose of the study,
the questions being investigated and the resources
available"

(p. 39).

Patton (1990) also argues that a

qualitative case study permits the analysis of selected
issues in depth and detail.

Merriam (1988) concurs, "A

case is selected because it is an example of some
phenomenon of interest" and there is a desire to understand
the phenomenon in a "holistic manner"(p.153). And the
phenomenon of interest in this study is the relationship
between shared decision-making and attempts at
accountability measures tied to performance outcomes.
Finally, Patton (1990) stresses there are no rules of thumb
on how a researcher should focus a study; rather, the
researcher must determine the breadth versus depth of a
study based on the purpose of the study and the time and
resources available.
Sampling and Selection of Sites
Purposeful sampling was chosen as the method for
selecting the two state systems to be analyzed in this
study. Purposeful sampling is a process of selecting cases
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for study that illuminates the questions under study
(Patton, 1990, p.169).

According to Patton (1990),

qualitative inquiry typically focuses on selected or
purposefully chosen samples because "the logic and power of
purposeful sampling lies in selecting information-rich
cases for study in depth"

(p.169).

Merriam (1988) concurs

in that "purposeful sampling is based on the assumption
that one wants to discover, understand, gain insight;
therefore one needs to select a sample from which one can
learn the most" (p. 48).

"The researchers and intended

users involved in the study think through what cases they
could learn the most from and those are the cases that are
selected for study" (Patton, 1990, p. 170).

Furthermore,

Patton (1990) suggests combining methods identified as a
"combination or mixed purposeful sampling" approach because
research often serves "multiple purposes and more than one
qualitative sampling strategy may be necessary"(p. 181).
In keeping with Patton's

(1990) scheme of sampling

strategies, two purposeful sampling methods were used (1)
the intensity method and,

(2) the "snowball" or "chain

sampling" method (Patton, 1990, p. 169-183).
The intensity sampling method was used to select the
states and colleges to be studied with chain sampling used
to select the system and college participants

(Patton,
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1990, p.169-183). An intensity sample consists of
"information-rich cases that manifest the phenomenon of
interest intensely (but not extremely)" (Patton, 1990, p.
171).

Several factors contributed to the purposeful

selection of California and Florida, primarily, California
was selected because it appeared to be a case of sufficient
intensity to illuminate the nature of success or failure
concerning community college governance.

As a result of

the mandate of AB1725, California is required to use a
shared governance decision-making process at the system and
college level.

Florida, on the other hand, appeared to be

in the national forefront in connecting performance
measurements with the budget process for funding decisions.
Florida's "performance-based budgeting initiative is among
the most ambitious in the nation" (OPPAGA, PerformanceBased Program Budgeting in Context: History and Comparison,
p. ii) indicating it manifests intensely issues with
respect to performance-based funding.

Florida's PB2

connects all budget decisions to performance while
California's PFE provided for supplemental funding tied to
performance in excess of program-based budgets.

Therefore,

Florida was selected because, compared to other community
college systems with legislated performance-based funding,
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it appears to be an information-rich example though not
necessarily an unusual case.
The performance-based programs of both states, PFE in
California and PB2 in Florida, have similar accountability
goals associated with each program regarding student
performance outcomes; however, the overarching difference
between the two performance-based programs is the
governance process used to design, create, and
institutionalize both programs. California's PFE was
developed through a mandated participatory decision-making
process.

Florida's PB2 was legislated. A review of the

literature was conducted to determine the nature of the
variations between California and Florida's decision-making
models and to identify the similarities and differences
between the two state performance-based funding programs.
In addition to the issues of governance and performancebased funding, there are other visible similarities and
differences that appear to support selection.

The most

obvious similarity is that California and Florida are
geographically located on opposite sides of the continental
United States representing a sweeping view of the nation's
community college systems.

Both states are coastal states

with very similar demographics consisting of a large
emigrant and immigrant population with English as a second
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language and significant population growth. Additionally,
each state legislated a performance-based funding program
within the past six years from inception of this study for
its community college system, tied to similar
accountability measures primarily related to student
success.

Finally, both community college systems

anticipate tremendous enrollment growth over the next 10 to
20 years (California and Florida website, General
Information: Education, 2000).
Conversely, there are several differences between the
two states: most notably, California legislated a decision
making policy identified as "shared governance" through the
passage of AB1725; whereas, Florida has had no such
legislation. California and Florida have local governing
boards of trustees with ultimate authority for each
college; however, the voters from the community elect
California's local trustees.

Whereas, Florida's local

trustees are appointed by the state Governor.

Finally,

while many other states have legislated and
institutionalized performance-based funding models similar
to Florida's PB2 which ties budget decisions to attainment
of specific accountability goals or objectives,
California's program tied less than 10% of its community
college budget to attainment of the specific performance
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objectives

(Moak, 1999, p.14).

Because of the various

nuances associated with governance, accountability and
performance-based funding, California and Florida appeared
to represent situations that are information-rich with
regard to issues of governance and accountability.
Because the intensity sampling method requires
considerable judgment on the part of the researcher
(Patton, 1990, p. 169-183), prior exploratory work was
completed to determine variations in the phenomenon of
interest resulting in the inclusion of California and
Florida in this inquiry.

In addition, it is expected that

both state systems will increase understanding and
knowledge with respect to the impact of governance on state
initiatives addressing educational accountability such as,
PFE and PB2.
After the states had been selected, it was determined
that a complete description of the phenomenon of interest
must include an inquiry at the local level; therefore, two
community colleges, one from each state, were selected to
be included in the study.

The intensity sampling method

was also used to choose the two state colleges based upon
several factors.

Florida's college had recently hired a

president while California's college was in the process of
hiring a president; however, even though California's
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college was required to do so by state mandate, both
colleges used consensus group decision-making in its
presidential hiring processes.
Finally, the two colleges were selected in 2000 by the
League for Innovation in the Community College as two of 12
colleges to participate in a five-year Vanguard Colleges
program. "The twelve Vanguard Learning Colleges will become
incubators and catalysts for other educational institutions
around the world as they share models and practices to
transform community colleges into more learning-centered
institutions" (League for Innovation website, Projects
Update, 2000). The twelve Vanguard Colleges will
participate in a five-year study administered by the League
to foster the development of more learning-centered
community colleges throughout the United States and Canada
(League for Innovation website, 2000). Only 12 colleges
throughout the United States and Canada were chosen,
further suggesting that the two colleges represent
information-rich cases with regard to student performance
outcomes as well as intense examples of how shared
decision-making might be used in the governing of community
colleges.
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Selection of Participants
The sampling method used for selection of the
participants was the snowball or chain sampling method.
According to Patton (1990), "this is an approach for
locating information-rich key informants or critical cases"
(p.176).

The process begins by asking well-situated people

for names of other individuals they believe the researcher
should talk to regarding the issues under study.

The chain

sampling approach was selected because it was anticipated
that as with most organizations, a few key names would be
mentioned regularly throughout the research process
(Patton, 1990, p.176).

According to Patton (1990), people

recommended as valuable by several informants take on
special importance to research inquiry (p.176).

The

interview process began with California's State Chancellor
and Florida's State Executive Director.

Participants in

such key state positions as legislator, Board of Governor
member and faculty leadership were also selected for
inclusion in the study.

Applying the chain sampling

approach, each was asked to identify additional key
stakeholders who may not have been previously identified or
interviewed.

This same sampling approach was used at the

local level; however, several participants were initially
identified for participation: a local board trustee, the
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college president and faculty senate and/or union president
at each institution.

Similarly, using the chain sampling

method additional respondents were identified and included
in the study.
Twenty-nine people were interviewed for the study.

At

the state (system) level they included:
• California Chancellor and Florida Executive
Director
• Legislators

(Senate and Assembly)

• Board of Governor members
•

Senior system administrators

•

FLCCS and FACCCleadership member

•

Others involved in development or implementation
of PFE or PB2

At the college (local) level they included:
• Active or Interim College President
• Chair, Board of Trustees
•

Senior Administrators

•

Faculty leadership (Association and Senate)

•

Faculty members familiar with PFE or PB2

Participants were assured of anonymity in their
remarks and thus some responses may have been altered to
mask identity.

However, both Chancellors understood that
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some comments would by nature of their knowledge, be
directly attributable to them.

Therefore, quotes or

attributions will not be identified to any one individual
but broadly identified as: governing, executive,
administrative or faculty.
The following table represents a list of the types of
individuals interviewed and how they will be identified for
purposes of this study:

Table 1 : Participant Identifiers
Participant
identifier
Governing

Executive

Administrative
Faculty

Types of position held
Legislators (House Representative,
Assembly and Senate), State Board of
Governors' members, members of the
College's Board of Trustees
System Chancellors and senior staff
members at the system level, College
Presidents and senior administrators at
the college level
Mid-management members at system and
college level
Faculty familiar with issues at the system
and/or college level, including those in
current or previous leadership positions

All participants were asked similar questions as
presented in the appropriate interview guide (System or
College)

(Appendix D & E ) . However, responses often raised

other issues of relevance, which were addressed in followup questions. The semi-structured interviews lasted
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approximately one hour. Any variations in duration were
attributable to the participant's depth of responses and
willingness to further explore perceptions. The interviews
were conducted in person except in a few instances
requiring telephone interviews as a result of logistical
and scheduling conflicts. For confidentiality purposes, the
California College will hereafter be referred to as West
College and the Florida College as East College.
During the course of the data collection, all 29
participants referred to various political, demographic,
economic, social, representational and funding attributes
of each state and college.
Researcher's Role
The researcher was the research instrument.
research design and methodology were flexible.

The
The

proposed design, protocol and timeline were adjusted
according to travel availability of the researcher and the
schedules of the participants. The study was completed in
five phases over a two-year period.

Information was

initially gathered through document analysis, which
included statewide and campus policy statements and
documents.

Because the study represented an emerging

design and was dependent upon the cooperation of initial
informants in identifying additional informants, the
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researcher began to search through state documents and
various community college organization websites for
possible participants.
The researcher attempted to represent the perspectives
of each participant in the case study and to accurately
present an interpretation of their experiences.
Data Collection
Interviewing, document collection and analysis, and a
historical review of both state systems were the primary
data collection methods used in this study.

The multiple

sources of data complemented each other resulting in
triangulation of the data; however, triangulation primarily
resulted through data collection at the state and college
level (Glesne, 1999; Patton, 1990).
Document Analysis
According to Glesne (1999), "Documents corroborate
your observations and interviews and thus make your
findings more trustworthy" (p. 58). State and local
documents describing the history and impact of each state's
past and present legislation regarding governance and
accountability were reviewed, analyzed and contrasted to
form a historical perspective of each state's system (see
Document Review Analyzer (Appendix F).
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Interviews
In an effort to gain insight into each respondent's
perspective, interview questions were open-ended to
maintain the conversational aspects of the interview.

The

conversational interview method allowed the interviews to
be personalized to each individual's circumstances because
the intent of this study is to illuminate the phenomenon
under inquiry. However, the interview guide approach was
used to ensure that the data collection systematically
covered the aspects related to the purpose of the study and
to allow for cross-case analysis.

Two interview guides

were developed (a) for the state level interviews, and (b)
for the college level interviews

(Appendix A & B ) .

Interviews lasted approximately one hour.

All were

conducted in-person with the exception of three interviews,
which were conducted by phone due to scheduling conflicts
and logistical considerations.

Follow-up questions were

designed based on omissions or lack of clarity in each of
the original interviews and asked via e-mail or telephone
inquiry.
Participant Review
Participants were asked if they wished to review the
transcript.
affirmative.

Only two of the participants responded in the
Complete transcripts were sent to both
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participants along with a stamped self-addressed envelope
but neither returned transcripts with any changes.
Data Management
Materials related to data collection were maintained
in separate files.

Permission (Appendix B & C) had been

requested to tape the interviews, which were transcribed by
the researcher following each interview session. The
transcripts were inductively coded using the research
questions as a framework.

N5, a qualitative data analysis

software program, was used to organize the categories that
emerged from the coding.

Copies of the tapes, transcripts

and coding categories were maintained.
In addition, field notes were maintained throughout
the process.

Field notes were coded and identified as

descriptive observations, direct quotations or researcher
insights. The researcher also maintained a reflective
journal to identify any assumptions or preconceptions that
may have influenced or biased data collection.

The journal

also served as clarification of the issues as the study
progressed.
Data Analysis
The theoretical frameworks and the work of Rubin and
Rubin (1995) referenced in Interviewing: The Art of Hearing
Data served as a general guide during initial data
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analysis.

According to Rubin and Rubin (1995), "data

analysis is the final stage of listening to hear the
meaning of what is said" (p. 226).

Data analysis is an

ongoing process and begins with the interviewing process.
Qualitative researchers tend to use inductive analysis of
data allowing the critical themes to emerge from the data
(Patton, 1990; Stake, 1991).

It was anticipated that

during the data analysis, themes and concepts from the
interviews would give a further explanation of the
theoretical or practical importance of the findings
discovered.
This search for themes is similar to methods used by
Spradley (1979) where the researcher begins with a widearching analysis, such as a domain analysis to identify
relationships and terms to organize data according to
recurring themes. According to Spradley (1979), doing this
kind of analysis allows the researcher to search for
"cultural symbols that are included in larger categories
(domains) by virtue of some similarity" (p. 94) forming a
cluster of related terms.

These clusters then become a

major coding category with the ideas treated as sub
categories, which then are organized into groupings of
ideas that are thematically related, a process labeled by
Rubin and Rubin (1995) as "axial coding"

(p. 247).
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suggested by Rubin and Rubin (1995), the data was examined
as it was heard to identify concepts and themes that
described the situation and to determine which areas
required further investigation.

This process allowed for

the redesign of questions to focus on central themes as
participant interviewing continued.

Upon completion of

interviews, a more formal analysis compared the data to
discover additional themes and concepts to allow for an
accurate and detailed description of the research
phenomenon.
Coding of data was done using N 5 .

N5 is the latest

version in the leading NUD*IST qualitative data analysis
software. The use of the same categories and sub-categories
across cases to the extent possible helped facilitate the
cross-case analysis.

A variety of data sources, including

interviewing, document collection and historical review
were used to triangulate the data; however, triangulation
resulted primarily through data collection at the state and
college level

(Glesne, 1999; Patton, 1990).

According to

Glesne (1999), the use of multiple data-collection methods
contributes to the trustworthiness of the data (p.31).

Two

literature reviews, one on accountability and the other on
collegiality and shared governance has resulted in a large
source of document data.

Documents identified included the
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PFE and PB2 annual reports and legislation related to both
programs as well as documents related to collegiality and
shared governance.

The analysis of these documents

(see

Appendix F) assisted in confirming interview data while
allowing emerging themes to be discovered.
Human Subjects
Upon confirmation of access to each site and to the
initial respondents identified, visits were conducted in
accordance with the guidelines established by the
University of San Diego's Committee for the Protection of
Human Subjects.

Informed consent was obtained from all

individuals who were interviewed as part of the study. The
participants had a right to expect that when they gave the
researcher permission to observe and interview them, their
confidences would be protected (Glesne, 1999, p. 122). The
names of the participants were removed from data collection
notes and transcripts, and replaced with a code known only
to the researcher.

After completion of the study all data

will be destroyed.
Summary
This chapter has addressed the research design and
procedures used in the study. A case study approach was
used to study the relationship between decision-making and
accountability efforts related to student performance
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outcomes in two states with comprehensive community college
systems. The researcher was the research instrument and
used three data collection methods: structured and openended interviews, document analysis and a historical review
of both systems concerning governance, accountability and
student performance outcomes. The sampling method, data
collection and analysis techniques used to arrive at the
findings presented in the following chapter were discussed
in this chapter also.

Triangulation was achieved through

the use of the three qualitative data collections
strategies but primarily through the state and college
level cross-case analysis. Triangulation and a search for
alternative explanations helped ensure the study's
trustworthiness.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS
The turning point for me was an understanding
that respecting deeply other people's ideas
didn't cost me anything. I didn't give up any
authority when I gave other people influence.
East College, executive participant
describing a personal quest with regard to
leadership style.
Introduction
This study provides an in-depth look at how internal
structures of participatory decision-making (i.e.,
governance) respond to external requirements for
accountability. It represents a case study of two community
college systems at the system (state) and college (local)
level: California and Florida. The underlying premise for
this study is that the governance (i.e., decision-making
process), whether mandated or not, employed by a community
college system at the state and local level significantly
impacts any attempt to achieve educational accountability.
Each state is examined with the findings analyzed in
an effort to understand the complexities of the
relationship between these internal and external forces.
The chapter begins with Tables 2 and 3, which lists
attributes compiled from a review of various documents
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provided or referred to by participants during the data
collection process. Table 2 lists state/system attributes.
Table 3 lists college attributes. An overview of the
findings for each state is presented.

The overview was

compiled as a result of documents reviewed during data
collection. This is followed first by each system's
interview data presented according to the research
questions. And then each college's interview data is
presented according to the same research questions.
Using information gained from a review of documents
and from interviews with 16 system (state) level
individuals and 13 college (local) level individuals, for a
total of 29 participants, a picture is painted of: 1) what
is the governance or decision-making process used for
community colleges in each state as described by key
stakeholders

(Research Question #1): 2) what effect, if

any, this decision-making process had on the development of
the accountability measures and performance-based funding
initiatives, PFE or PB2 program (Research Question #2): 3)
what differences, if any, exist between the two state's
decision-making process to indicate any possible impact on
how each state is addressing accountability and
performance-based funding (Research Question #3): and 4)
how the decision-making process has impeded or advanced the
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formation and implementation of the performance-based
funding (PFE or PB2) process in their respective states
(Research Question #4).
Included in the reporting of all findings is the sub
research question inherent in each of the other questions:
How, if at all, do these perceptions differ at the state
(system) level from the local (college) level?
Table 4 presents the recurring themes emerging from
the findings at both the system and college level. A
narrative summary of the emerging themes is then presented
in an effort to identify unifying issues related to the
decision-making process used to govern community colleges
in both states and any efforts to address educational
accountability.
System Attributes
The attributes listed on Table 2 and 3 were compiled
after reviewing documents referred to by participants
during data collection. The Document Analyzer (Appendix F)
was used to compile the data.
Table 2 : System attributes pertinent to governance,
performance funding and accountability by state
ATTRIBUTE

1.

Size of system (number
of colleges/districts)

California
Community
College System
(CCCS)
108 colleges/
72 districts

Florida
Community
College System
(FLCCS)
28 colleges/
53 sites
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ATTRIBUTE

2.

3.

4.
5.

Size of system
(estimated number of
students served systemwide)
Political affiliation
of current Governor

Statewide Board of
Governors (BOG)
Statewide faculty
organizations

6.

Annual Legislative
Session

7.

State population and
projected growth

8.

Ethnic breakdown of
students

9.

Statewide Governance
model for system
decision-making

California
Community
College System
(CCCS)
2.9 million

Florida
Community
College System
(FLCCS)
.8 million

Democratserving 2nd
term (previous
Governor was
Republican)
Appointed

Republicanserving 2nd
term (previous
Governor was
Democrat)
Appointed

Statewide
Academic
Senate
&
Faculty
Association of
California
Community
Colleges
(FACCC)
representing
only faculty
Year round
with summer
and winter
recess
34 million
16% expected
growth by 2010
52% white
7% black
11% Asian and
Pacific
Islander
30% Hispanic
origin

Florida
Association of
Community
Colleges
(FACC)
representing
all community
college
constituencies

Mandated
Consultation
Council
process
"shared
governance"

60 days a year
with year
round
committee work
16 million
17% expected
growth by 2010
65%
white
15%
black
1.8% Asian
and
Pacific
Islander
16.8% Hispanic
origin
None
(Governance
structural
reorganization
effective
January, 2003)
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California
Community
College System
(CCCS)
FTE (full-time
equivalent
student);
program-based
and
performancebased through
PFE
$11 per unit
plus books and
student fees

ATTRIBUTE

10.

System Statewide
Funding

11.

Tuition

Florida
Community
College System
(FLCCS)
FTE (full-time
equivalent
student);
program-based
and
performancebased through
PB2 (PBB)
$54 per unit
plus cost of
books

College Attributes
Table 3 : College attributes
ATTRIBUTE

West College

East College

57 years

36 years

14,187

14,277

3.

Approximate age of
college
Number of students
served based on FTE
(full-time equivalent
students)
Multi-campus college

Yes

Yes

4.

Board of Trustees

Elected

5.

College-wide governance
process for decision
making

6.

Faculty representation

Rely primarily
upon Faculty
Senate for
Academic &
Professional
matters and
constituency
representation
for all campus
committees
Academic
Senate & a
negotiation
unit

Governor
appointed
Faculty
representation
on most
committees
particularly,
planning,
budget and
curricula
related.

1.
2.

Academic
Senate but no
negotiation
unit
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California Findings Overview
California consisted of 12 participants at the system
and college level. A document identified by two executive
participants and given to the researcher during data
collection was a monograph written by Chancellor Nussbaum
in January 1995 titled Evolving community college shared
governance to better serve the public interest. Using the
Document Analyzer (Appendix F), the monograph was reviewed
and the following findings reported.
When it passed AB1725 in 1988, California's state
legislators separated the community college system from K12 education (Chapter 973, Statutes of 1988) further
establishing the California Community Colleges as a system.
The CCCS is directed at the state level by a system
Chancellor reporting directly to a statewide Board of
Governors.

According to California Education Code,

The Chancellor shall be the chief executive
officer of the Board of Governors of the
California Community Colleges and shall have full
administrative authority and responsibility under
the policy direction of the Board to carry out
its policy directives (EC SS 66700, 70901) .
The Governor appoints members to the Board of
Governors with appointments made to create staggered terms.
The Board of Governors (BOG) sets policy and provides
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guidance for the 72 districts and 108 community colleges.
The BOG develops and recommends the proposed annual budget
to the legislature and represents the system at the state
and national level. Additionally, each of the districts has
a locally elected Board of Trustees. The local governing
boards are charged with establishing college policies,
overseeing the operations of the local colleges and for
ensuring that each college responds to its mission in a way
that serves the best interests of its students, the
district, the CCCS and the state of California.
In addition to establishing CCCS as a system, AB1725
formalized pre-existing shared governance concepts and
structures.

In March 1988, the BOG adopted a process known

as "consultation", which distinguished between policy
development and review as directed by AB1725.
The board of governors shall establish and carry
out a process for consultation with institutional
representatives of community college districts so as
to ensure their participation in the development and
review of policy proposals.

The consultation process

shall also afford community college organizations as
well as interested individuals and parties an
opportunity to review and comment on proposed policy
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before it is adopted by the board of governors.
(Education code, Section 70901 (e)) (p.36)
Under the consultation process mandate, institutional
representatives were given the primary role regarding
policy development.

The Consultation Council was created

to include representatives for trustees, CEOs, senior and
mid-management administrators, the statewide Academic
Senate, various faculty associations including bargaining
representatives, staff and students. According to
Chancellor Nussbaum's

(1995) monograph, "there are thirteen

statewide organizations that are formally enabled to
participate in Consultation by policies of the Board of
Governors

(p.39). They are identified as:

• ACCCA: The Association of Community College
Administrators
• CEOCCC: The Chief Executive Officers of the California
Community Community Colleges
• CCCT: The California Community College Trustees
• CCE/AFT: The Community College Council of the
Federation of Teachers
• CCA: The Community College Association
• FACCC: The Faculty Association of the California
Community Colleges
• The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges
• CCCI: The California Community College Independents
• Cal SACC: The California Student Association of the
Community Colleges
• CSEA: The California School Employees Association
• CIOCCC: The Chief Instructional Officers of the
California Community Colleges
• CCCCSSAA: The California Community Colleges Chief
Student Services Administrator's Association
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• ACBO: The Association of Chief Business Officials p.
39-44)
The Consultation Council meets regularly throughout
the year developing and recommending policy.

In addition

to providing for the Consultation Council and a traditional
collegial model approach to system governance, AB1725
included specific directives regarding the role of local
academic senates.

The bill identified eleven areas as

academic and professional matters, which required local
governing boards, at a minimum to consult collegially with
academic senates by relying primarily on the advice and
judgment of the academic senate; or reach mutual agreement
with the academic senate on these academic and professional
matters. AB1725 represented a major reform measure, which
profoundly affected the California Community College System
formalizing a model of shared governance for decision
making at the state and local level. Prior to AB1725
legislation, because California Community Colleges evolved
from the K-14 education model, junior colleges had very
little in the way of systematic shared governance.

Local

governing boards had broad power, including the power of
taxation.

They operated in response to the electorate and

a relatively small body of legislative statutes. The extent
of involvement of the various campus constituencies in
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governance was at the discretion of the governing board and
CEOs.
In addition, three executive participants at the
system level cited Proposition 13 (1978) and AB1725

(1988)

as having had a direct impact on the issues of
accountability and governance in California.

According to

one executive participant, Proposition 13, a property tax
cutting measure, was one of the most significant statutes
affecting the CCCS up until that time having had a
monumental effect on community college governance.
Furthermore, another executive participant stated that as a
result of the passage of Proposition 13, local governing
boards lost their ability to levy taxes to raise revenues
to meet their mission. The perception is that in terms of
local governance, Proposition 13 had a disempowering
effect. According to three system level executive
participants and one college executive participant, the
passage of AB1725 ten years later was the response to this
disempowerment and had an equally profound effect as it
attempted to empower the California Community College
System particularly, with regard to governance.
According to a system faculty participant, after the
passage of Proposition 13, the Board of Governors as well
as most trustee and administrative groups had argued for a
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traditional higher education collegial governance approach.
However, the Academic Senate and other faculty groups
argued that a traditional collegial approach was not
enough. According to this faculty participant, there was
much debate and controversy resulting in the final language
of AB1725 providing for the traditional collegial approach
but also further defining the role of academic senates at
the system and college level through the eleven specific
directives identified as academic and professional matters.
Florida Findings Overview
There were 17 participants in Florida. According to
all, Florida has been grappling for years with issues of
accountability and performance tied to student outcomes.
All 11 system and some college participants believe issues
of accountability and funding were the catalyst for
Governor Bush and Florida Legislators calling for an
overhaul of the Florida education system.

An executive

participant at the system level recommended that the
researcher review House Bill 2263 Florida's Education
Governance Reorganization Act passed in 2000. A review of
HB2263 using the Document Review Analyzer form (Appendix F)
indicated that a new Board of Education would be created to
oversee kindergarten through graduate education. A
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transition task force was formed to help ensure a smooth
transition between the previous and new governance model.
The same executive participant recommended a review of
Senate Bill 1162 (SB1162, 2001), which "revised the policy
and guiding principles of the Legislature relating to
education governance" and created a new State Board of
Education abolishing among others the State Board of
Community Colleges

(s.229, F.S.) Florida's SB1162 passed

during the 2001 legislative session and overhauled
Florida's educational governance.

SB1162 created a new

Board of Education with a Commissioner appointed by the
Governor.

Among other things it abolished the State Board

of Community Colleges and transferred all of the powers,
duties, functions, personnel, and responsibilities to the
newly formed Florida State Board of Education. As a result
of this legislation, the new State Board of Education and
appointed Commissioner of Education became effective
January 7, 2003. The Commissioner of Education is one of
six members of the Governor's Cabinet.

The Commissioner of

Education, upon recommendation by the Governor, is now
appointed by the Board of Education as compared to having
previously been an elected official. The Commissioner of
Education and State Board of Education are responsible for
overseeing the seamless education system that governs
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Florida's K-20 education system.

The Chancellor of the

Florida Community College system, formerly identified as
system director, reports directly to the Commissioner of
Education.

Despite the massive overhaul of Florida's

education governance system, the governance structure of
the twenty-eight local governing community college boards
of trustees appointed by the Governor, locally selected
presidents by the board of trustees, and state-level
oversight through the Chancellor's Office continues to
remain intact.
As part of this statewide governance reorganization,
the Board of Education was tasked with developing a K-20
Performance Accountability System. Statutory Goals were
established around four primary goals, "highest student
achievement, student articulation with maximum access,
skilled workforce and economic development and quality
efficient services" (229.007, Florida Statute, 2000).
California System Interview Data
Five individuals were interviewed at the California
Community College system level.

The individuals included

the Chancellor and a member of his staff, a Legislator, a
Board of Governors Member and a faculty representative
serving in statewide faculty leadership. This section
details information provided by interviewees in response to
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questions regarding California's mandated shared governance
process and how the state is addressing increasing demand
for performance outcomes in an environment of decreasing
resources.

The data collected are keyed to the study's

four research questions.
Research Question One
What is the governance or decision-making process used
for community colleges in each state as described b y key
stakeholders?
All five participants at the system level identified
the consultation process as the primary means by which
decisions are made for the CCCS. Chancellor Nussbaum
described the decision-making process for the California
Community College system as three distinct arenas. The
first arena is where decision-making by the State
Legislators and the Governor occurs after receiving
recommendations from the system leadership. The second is
at the system level whereby through the consultation
process the BOG makes decisions and the third involves
local decision-making at each community college.

All

participants were extremely familiar with AB1725 and its
mandated consultation process, which requires the BOG to
consult with representatives before adopting policy.

One

faculty participant clarified further by commenting that
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AB1725 and Title V basically provided additional powers to
the Statewide Academic Senate and the local senates.
In addition to the system-wide Consultation Council
process, AB1725 established standards identified as
Academic and Professional (A & P) matters requiring
Academic Senate input into decision-making.

At the local

level, these A & P standards require the local senate to be
consulted before decisions are made.

A governing

participant pointed out that California's statewide
decision-making process is "extremely complicated and
cumbersome" because there are over 2000 statutes that
"direct the activities of local districts."

As one

executive participant put it, "there is a great deal more
micro-management [by the Legislature] of the colleges than
in any other state."

This is seen as relevant because

changes to existing rules have to go through the
legislature. This executive participant continued by saying
"we have a history of extensive policy making by the
legislature and the Governor, which constricts the ultimate
governance authority of the BOG and local districts."
All participants concur that shared governance is slow
and time consuming but some emphasized the significance of
the inclusiveness of the process to adopting policies that
would be accepted throughout the system. A governing
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participant voiced concern that due to the tediousness of
the shared governance process, CCCS appears to move slower
with regard to decision-making than does the UC or CSU
systems. When asked whether all legislators see the
mandated consultation process as having hindered or
enhanced the system's ability to address accountability, a
governing participant stated, "I don't think most
legislators have any grasp of it [i.e., shared governance
through the consultation process]."
Another governing participant is of the opinion that
to date there has not been an "orchestrated system for
making decisions" that affects the system at the statewide
level but also voiced ignorance of how shared governance
worked at the local level,
I would hope maybe their decision-making is less
cumbersome.
But what we have is a dynamic interactive
system that has generally not shown any cohesive,
strategic plan for movement to accomplish particular
goals or priorities.
This governing participant also voiced concern that
the system was too reactive because of the lack of longrange plans.

According to this participant, that coupled

with rotating constituency representation results in a
system that does not have a coherent decision-making
process. As stated by this participant,

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

113

We have a bunch of different players involved in a
complicated process. Decisions end up being made based
on what are perceived as the most immediate needs or
priorities for one or more of the players in the
system.
Furthermore, this governing participant described the
CCCS as a "bastardized structure" as a result of its
outgrowth from the K-12 system. Expressing concern that the
system

"doesn't place an entity in a position of

commanding authority and respect." This participant
described it as a "piecemeal, patchwork system with every
player trying to maintain his/her own level of influence
and authority."
With regard to the consultation process, the
Chancellor and other executive leaders emphasized that
while the Chancellor attempts to reach consensus prior to
bringing recommendations to the BOG, in fact, mandated
shared governance doesn't require consensus.

One executive

further clarified by saying that "there is no statute that
uses the word shared governance" and that "some people get
hysterical" when this distinction is pointed out.

The

executive continued explaining that "the term shared
governance is what some members of our system wanted to see
in the statute but it is not language that was adopted in
the statute." When asked to define shared governance, an
executive participant explained that AB1725 requires the
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BOG and other system leadership "to consult with
institutional representatives and seek the review and
comment of organizational representatives before adopting
policy.

That is consultation."

Finally, participants were asked how shared governance
works at the local level. According to an executive
participant, "governing boards are required to ensure that
faculty, staff and students have the ability or opportunity
to participate effectively."

However, all participants

concurred that shared governance at the local level varies
from district to district depending upon the leadership of
the institution.
Research Question Two

What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures and
performance-based funding initiatives currently in
existence (PFE) as perceived by key stakeholders?
The five system participants agree that CCCS has been
and continues to be, under-funded.

PFE was seen as a means

of attracting additional revenues to the CCCS.

The

Chancellor defined the challenge regarding additional
funding in this manner
My sense was that if we were going to achieve
more money, better levels of funding, that we couldn't
just go into the legislature with the mantra we are
under-funded.
We deserve more money. We had to tell
the legislature and the Governor what would change.
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What we needed the money for and what would change if
we received better funding.
The Chancellor perceived the CCCS as doing well with
respect to access but not with regard to student success.
Therefore, the Chancellor and his staff determined the best
approach to obtain additional funding was to focus
additional revenue on increasing student success outcomes
as illustrated by successful student completions, transfer
and Associate degrees awarded.

The five system

participants recalled that the idea of additional funds
tied to outcomes "was totally attacked from every group
within consultation."

They shared the perception that

consultation members felt student outcomes should not be
addressed with any request for additional funds but that
the system should simply ask for more money to compensate
for the insufficient funding. As recalled by several
executive participants, the response was "We don't want to
talk about performance funding or accountability in any
way, shape or form and they basically said, no. Every
group."
The Chancellor and other executive participants
believe accountability measurements would have been imposed
as it had been in other states.

Therefore, they proceeded
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irrespective of the resistance.

As one executive

participant described the development of PFE,
I would describe it as originating in an
interest in improving the average dollars of FTES
that we get in our system compared to a national
average. And as a way of effectively
communicating the level of under-funding and a
way of ensuring the legislature that we were
serious about student outcomes.
It was a way of
mirroring an interest of theirs with an interest
of ours.
Research Question Three

What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact on how
each state is addressing accountability and performancebased funding?

The following additional findings related to
participation, the economy and accountability are presented
in an attempt to identify the differences between the two
state's governance processes. The differences between the
two states are further illustrated in Table 4.
The five system participants were asked how the shared
governance process impacted California's attempt to address
the issues of accountability and performance outcomes tied
to funding.

A faculty participant described the concept of

shared governance as being very important to faculty while
not as appreciated by administrators because it takes more
effort to come to agreement and eliminates administrators'
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flexibility. According to this faculty participant, the
shift in local funding due to Proposition 13 along with the
program-based standards established in AB1725 was the
impetus for the notion of participatory and shared
governance.
The Chancellor described participation as "bi-lateral"
in nature in terms of policy recommendations when
describing shared governance practices at the local level.
He illustrated this by addressing the issue of grading
policies, which clearly is of vital interest to students.
However, because it is an Academic and Professional matter,
under the terms of AB1725, the board of trustees will
either mutually agree with or rely primarily upon the
Academic Senate without necessarily involving students in
the discussion or decision.
While all agreed the current process was not without
its flaws, the previous process was described as
problematic in terms of the quality of decisions made.

One

executive participant illustrated this when describing the
problems of the structure prior to AB1725 and its mandate
as,
A policy issue would be discussed by each of
the separate seven councils, all of who had their
own meeting schedule. The Chancellor's cabinet
folks would all trot around and talk to the
individual councils and the thing would start
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changing so each council was in effect discussing
a slightly different version of the thing.
According to this executive participant, under the
current consultation structure every group is looking at
and discussing the same document at the same time across
the table. Furthermore, all five of the system participants
agreed that consultation, if it works according to intent,
allows for a forum by which a variety of opinions can be
exchanged. It was agreed that consultation does not
guarantee consensus and that while it was critical to the
success of an initiative to work towards consensus,
consensus was not always possible.

An executive

participant summarized mandated shared governance as being
cumbersome because of the number of individuals involved
and the complex organizational structure of CCCS.
Concluding with the statement that, "we have a huge, huge
mandate and a very small staff to carry out that mandate."
All five state level participants perceive the CCCS as
grossly under-funded with several economic state issues
limiting the funds available for public programs.

Examples

given included the utility crisis and homeland security
among others as having contributed to major shortfalls in
the statewide budget.

Also, it appears as if PFE will be

affected and would likely disappear or at least not be
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funded for a year or two. Another area of concern involves
the large influx of students expected into the CCCS over
the next decade due to the population growth forecast for
California. Furthermore, it is anticipated that this growth
will reflect the growing diversity in the state's
population. One governing participant spoke of the expected
growth in students and the need for additional funding and
described the community colleges as, "much more
economically viable because it costs taxpayers considerably
less to educate students in the CCCS as compared to either
the UC or CSU systems."
With regard to accountability, one executive
participant responded that it doesn't necessarily mean
being tied to funding, "We are being held accountable if
the results of our work are simply being held up to public
scrutiny."

Most system participants believe that the

emphasis has previously been on inputs (e.g., full-time to
part-time faculty ratio) rather than outputs
transfers and completions).

(i.e., student

The biggest fear of the

executives participating in the study was that performance
measures would be imposed as they had been in other states
affecting not just a portion of the budget but the whole
budget. One executive participant illustrated the
importance of consultation stating that without it
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decision-making about accountability would "be in fewer
hands." Another concern addressed the issue of Governor
appointed BOG members possibly reflecting the perspective
of the Governor making accountability potentially even more
political.
While addressing issues of accountability, one
executive participant stated that CEOs and administrators
generally prefer that the board and Chancellor's office not
intrude, impose or regulate.

In contrast, this executive

perceives the faculty as wanting more intrusion and
regulation as illustrated by the following statement:
The faculty groups tend to want the state to
intrude more in certain areas, particularly
around how funding goes out and what it is
targeted for because they want the Chancellor's
office and the board to impose more on the local
colleges so that local boards and leadership are
prevented from making decisions that faculty
might not agree with.

However, governing and executive participants
emphasized the fact that the ultimate decision-making
responsibility of the system and colleges rests with the
BOG, local boards and CEOs.
Research Question Four

How has the states' governance process impeded or
advanced the formation and implementation of the
performance-based funding process (PFE) as perceived b y key
stakeholders?
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According to executive participants, consultation
played a huge role in advancing PFE.

It was noted that the

measures, goals, contingent funding mechanism and every
component of PFE went through consultation. However, one
governing participant, while agreeing that PFE would not
have occurred without consultation, concluded that
consultation impeded the implementation of a more effective
system for actually measuring outcomes.
When asked why consultation may have impeded the
process of establishing an effective performance program,
this governing participant said it was because of the
"proprietary aspects" of consultation in protecting areas
of interest or "turfs" of the various constituencies
represented. This same participant perceives the current
Governor as being less frugal towards community colleges
and more interested in providing flexibility to the system
while expecting advancements in accountability.
When asked whether or not PFE has been successful in
addressing accountability issues for CCCS, participants
agreed that it was too early to tell.

According to one

executive participant, "unfortunately, we have been forced
into a situation of reporting results before it is really
reasonable from a research point of view to say that this
funding was causative in these results."

Most participants
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expressed a belief that some of the outcomes tied to PFE
would have happened regardless of PFE funding. As one
faculty participant responded, "when you do a linear study
in five or six years you may discover that PFE was a great
success but of course it will probably be gone by then."
Florida System Interview Data
A total of 11 individuals participated at the system
level. The individuals included the Chancellor (previously
known as "Director"), members of his staff, two
legislators, a member of the Board of Governors, a state
employee of OPPAGA (Office of Program Policy Analysis and
Government Accountability), a Florida State University
faculty member with extensive policy experience for the
FCCS and an administrator of FACC (Florida Association of
Community Colleges). This section details information
provided by interviewees in response to questions regarding
Florida's decision-making process and how the state is
addressing increasing demands for performance-based
accountability. The data collected are keyed to the study's
four research questions.
Research Question One

What is the governance or decision-making process used
for community colleges in each state as described by key
stakeholders?
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The 11 Florida system participants agree that a
collaborative or collegial approach is used for system-wide
decision-making. One executive participant described the
process as "a rather complex but very workable system" with
approximately eight standing councils. Another described it
as a process where an issue comes up through the various
standing committees usually in the form of a "white paper,"
which presents the issue under discussion. The "white
paper" is then changed or modified or a sub-committee is
appointed to examine the issue. When asked if there were
faculty or staff representation on councils, one
participant responded, "Overall the committee structure
tends to be either Deans or Department Chairs so they tend
to be a little higher than faculty." After a particular
council votes on the issue, they make a recommendation,
which is then referred to the FLCCS and Presidents'
Council.

The Council of Presidents consists of the 28

college presidents. According to an administrative
participant, the Presidents' Council, State Board of
Education and FACC then try to reach agreement before
making a recommendation to the Legislature.

The agreement

process was described as "one of consensus building using a
collegial approach." When asked to define consensus as used
in FLCCS'S statewide decision-making, one executive
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participant defined it as compromise but the others defined
it as "where all are given an opportunity for input to an
issue through the system's eight standing committees."
Agreement is not a requirement but the intent is that all
involved agree they "can live with" the outcome.
The 11 participants perceive the legislators as "very
involved" but stated that the FLCCS has a history of
working very well with the Legislators, who are described
as possessing a lot of power with regard to community
college governance. In addition, all participants perceive
Florida as being in a transition phase due to the
Governor's recommended educational governance model adopted
by the Legislature.

The impact to community colleges is

expected to be minimal with FLCCS's structure of local
governing boards having authority and responsibility for
college decision making to be used as a model for all other
state educational systems. One governing participant said,
"I am very proud of the fact that the community college
model is really the model for the whole new system of
governance."
When asked how the new state governance model would
impact Florida's community colleges as a system, one
faculty participant believes the changes to the community
college system will be minimal.

This was further
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illustrated by acknowledging that even though the State
Board of Community Colleges was being eliminated the
Division of Community Colleges' staff would continue to
provide assistance and guidance to the new State Board of
Education. However, this faculty participant perceives some
impact from the reorganization in that while colleges will
continue to have influence over academic programs at the
institutional level, "I think there will be a critical
approval function at the state level."

Participants were

generally positive about the reorganization; however, three
participants expressed a "wait and see" attitude as to what
the final effects would be. A governing participant
described the biggest advantage of the new governance
structure as an opportunity to focus state resources to
best meet the needs of students because a "single budget
for all of education will be submitted to the legislature."
When asked to describe the decision-making process at
the college level, all agreed it varied from college to
college.

There was agreement that campus constituency

involvement is dependent upon the CEO's leadership style
and the local governing boards. All of the system
participants see the responsibility and authority for
Florida community colleges as predominately resting with
the local governing boards.

When asked about authority for
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decision making, one faculty participant responded, "I
would say that presidents have fairly significant authority
depending upon the relationship they have with their local
boards." One administrative participant said that community
college local boards controlled institutions in terms of
decisions about management and how to use accountability
and performance to make decisions. One governing
participant described how information regarding decision
making currently came from the local level to the state
board as "most of the information is brought to us from the
Division of Community Colleges staff.

Some of it because

it is statute and some of it because it is in rule of
things we have to look at or review."
When asked if faculty and staff participate in
decision-making at the state level, one executive
participant said they are represented primarily through
FACC, Florida Association of Community Colleges.

Based

upon this statement, a FACC executive was contacted and the
FACC website visited to learn more about the organization.
As a result of reviewing FACC's website information, it was
found that FACC is a professional association formed in
1949 in an effort to unite the state's public community
colleges. It is funded through institutional dues and its
7,008 individual dues paying members represent all
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community college employees.

According to FACC's website,

it represents all "twenty-eight community colleges, the
Division of Community Colleges, their Boards, employees,
retirees, and associates" (FACC website:
http://face.org/general.htm, Mission Statement, February 6,
2003).

A FACC administrative participant was identified to

participate in the study as a result of the referral.
According to this participant, the Council of Presidents
and the Division Office of the State Board of Community
Colleges work very well with FACC attempting to get
agreement, which is then advocated to the legislature.
Research Question Two

What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures and
performance-based funding initiatives currently in
existence (PB2) as perceived by key stakeholders?

An interest in educational accountability is primarily
attributed to the increasing demands for state resources
and concerns regarding time to degree completions.
According to several governing participants, the
legislators and public perception was that students were
not moving through the Florida education system
efficiently. It was felt that the education system wasn't
accommodating the needs of students and that a more
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integrated and seamless system of K-20 was required. Four
executive participants believe the legislators need data to
drive dollars when considering funding decision-making.
There was agreement among all of the participants that
the decision-making process used in the state allowed for
extensive input into the actual accountability measures
adopted for the FLCCS.

According to one administrative

participant there are a total of five accountability
measures identified in PB2:
• A.A. degree completers
• Special category measurements (college prep for
remediation and disadvantaged students)
• Workforce placements and transfers
• A.A. efficiency measurements (completing an A.A.
degree in 72 hours or less)
• College prep measurements (how many student
completers are in the highest level of college
prep in Math, Reading and English.)

The executive participants perceive the measures as
having been developed collegially by involving "a lot of
people" and taking over a year to develop.

PB2

accountability measures were advanced through the
Presidents' Council and communicated throughout the state
via several workshops.

According to the Chancellor, "if

the process hadn't involved a lot of people, it probably
wouldn't have been as successful."

All 11 participants

agreed that PB2 was a means of acquiring more money for the
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system and it was in the best interest of students and the
FLCCS for the colleges and system to work with the
legislators to develop its own accountability measurements.
System participants mentioned the fact that the
legislators had moved all state agencies into a
performance-based budgeting program as a result of the 1991
Accountability Act.

Therefore, it wasn't a question of

whether or not accountability tied to student outcomes was
an issue but rather what measurements would be used to
evaluate community college performance. According to the
Chancellor, "we saw it coming so we developed our process."
Community colleges had been slated by the legislators as
the first education system to join the process. When asked
why community colleges were the first of the educational
institutions in the state to adopt PB2, all participants
cited the "responsiveness of community colleges to react
quickly" and the existing community college data available
to move to accountability measurements and evaluation as
compared to other education systems as a reason why the
FLCCS was chosen.
According to an administrative participant from OPPAGA
(Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government
Accountability), contrary to general knowledge, there are
actually two types of performance-based budgeting in PB2 or
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as it is also referred to, PBB. This administrative
participant clarified by explaining that to every other
state agency PB2 is a process whereby measures and standards
are developed between the agency and the Governor's office.
According to this participant, performance-based budgeting
by definition consists of "measures, standards and
legislative review." He further stated that PB2 has been in
existence in Florida since 1994 but community colleges
didn't come on board until about a year later.
Furthermore, according to this administrative
participant, community colleges are really operating under
performance-based funding not performance-based budgeting.
Performance-based funding is a point driven system where
points are identified for each of the accountability
measures with a dollar value assigned to each point.
Annually the legislators assign the dollar value and then
based upon data, community colleges receive additional
funding as a result of achieving specific performance
criteria.
According to this administrative participant, PB2 was
adopted by community colleges to include the five
accountability measures developed collegially by the system
and they were funded based on the PB2 point allocation.
However, measures and standards fell apart system wide but
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the "point driven pot of money" continued to exist.
According to this participant, "The Legislature was
concerned that community colleges were only tied to
performance-based funding and not budgeting." However, he
said that this "wasn't the fault of community colleges
because legislative staff made the decision to just go with
the performance funding pot." All 11 system level
participants see the performance funding pot as having been
beneficial for the FLCCS.

It has brought additional money

into the colleges, even though small as compared to the
entire budget, while holding institutions accountable for
student outcomes.
Research Question Three
What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact on how
each state is addressing accountability and performancebased funding?

A comparison of the two states at the system and
college level is presented in Table 4. The following
findings are presented in an attempt to identify additional
data related to Florida's decision-making process in
addressing accountability and performance-based funding.
When asked to address the state versus local role of
decision-making, an administrative participant perceives
the system office as having a limited role with respect to
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aspects of community college decision-making, particularly
regarding accountability issues, because the control is at
the local level.

He illustrated this when he said, "the

FLCCS in Tallahassee is the nail but the hammer is at the
local boards because in general, decisions are made at the
local level." According to this participant, it took three
years for the community colleges even to begin using PB2.
The reason given that because the colleges are locally
governed it is less important, as compared to other state
agencies, to have a state level accountability process.
All 11 system level participants identified funding as
a concern.

While all agree that Florida's community

colleges are governed at the local level, the perception is
that what is driving accountability statewide is the fact
that the money comes from the state without any control
over how the money is used at the local level.

As one

administrative participant stated, "there is a real need
for the state to ensure the return on investment is there."
One of the most significant impacts identified by all
of the participants is the fact that data and planning is
now driving decisions. Data are shared system-wide such
that "everyone has everybody's student performance data,
student FTE data, funding data."

One executive participant

described this as "living in a glass house" where the
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"black box" has been removed thus building trust, which is
seen as invaluable to working together system-wide. A
governing participant said "I have seen more data driven
decision making the last few years than ever before and I
think that is a really good thing."

When asked why, the

participant responded that while, "decisions can be made
based on feelings or perception, it really isn't a good way
to manage." This same governing participant believes
educational agencies have not been "very good at
demonstrating in a very businesslike manner what they need
money for and what more money will do for them."
In addition, with regard to performance funding, an
executive participant believes there was initially a lot of
uncertainly as to whether or not performance funding was
going to penalize or reward. But, once it was obvious that
the legislature was trying to "use it to reward not
penalize us, we worked very well with the legislature." It
was also noted by another executive participant that
funding for performance-based budgeting has not been used
to drive funding but only to allocate money. When asked
about the accountability measurements, this executive
participant stated,
They also have a system of what they call
accountability measures but they have had no
impact on funding at all. In fact, they are a
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waste of time.
All eleven participants commented on some of the
cultural changes taking place on community college campuses
throughout the state as a result of the emphasis on
accountability and performance.

An executive participant

described a situation where he accompanied a business
officer, who happened to be an acting Provost at one of the
campuses, on a stroll through the registration area during
lunchtime to see several students walking away. Apparently,
the business officer asked if there was something wrong and
was told the computer was down so students couldn't
register.

He asked the students to wait and asked the

staff "why can't we register students now and then enter
them into the computer later?" According to the executive
participant, the response was "we can but it is a lot of
work."

The business officer responded to the staff,

Let me tell you right now, we will never
ever turn a student away.
They are here on their
lunch hour and they are not going to come back.
If I ever find out that we have done this again,
you are out of a job.
The executive participant stated that he has observed
several incidents at colleges where barriers to retention
are being removed whether in the registration process,
student financial aid processes or faculty attendance
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regulations. This executive participant attributes this
system-wide change to an emphasis on accountability,
When business officers begin to really think
about what goes on in the classroom, to care
about students.
You have really changed some
attitudes and behaviors.
PBB has done that.
According to the system Chancellor, there are many
"incidental kinds of things going on at institutions that
are being cleaned up" as a result of the performance focus.
For example some colleges, which previously charged
graduation fees, described as basically a cost for printing
diplomas and other such related matters, have discontinued
the fees.

These additional fees were identified as a

discouraging factor to some students resulting in their not
applying for graduation. It is believed that the emphasis
on outcomes has removed such administrative barriers along
with other significant changes with regard to time to
complete and success factors.
System participants who addressed faculty involvement
in decision-making saw it as being more likely to be
relevant at the local decision-making level.

An

administrative participant stated that there was a
statewide faculty senate organization but it wasn't
"formally organized and not active."

It was also noted

that some statewide faculty representation existed via ad
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hoc committees charged to deal with specific issues for the
system.

An example given: librarians or counselors

addressing issues related to respective areas of
responsibility. When asked what faculty's response has been
to the emphasis on performance outcomes and whether or not
there has been resistance to the concept, one
administrative participant said,
I think they had the heads up that the
changes were going to happen. I think there was
probably not a lot that they could do to
influence the process. I think the train was on
the track.
Another area addressed by all of the system
participants was related to workforce development.

All of

the governing participants spoke to the need for a business
model for education, which is more "market driven." A
governing participant sees

life-long learning as the most

important piece of education's continuum, citing advances
in technology as having affected industries such as the
space program, where engineers, scientists and technicians
need to continually be trained. System participants
perceive community colleges as being responsive to industry
because they work so closely with the businesses in their
community, which was further illustrated by a governing
participant when he said,
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If the business community decides that all
of a sudden they need training, whatever it may
be, the community colleges are very good at
responding by creating effective programs.

With regard to community college funding, there were
some differences of opinion. One governing participant
voiced optimism for future funding for FLCCS because the
House and Senate leadership "are very aware of how
effective community colleges have been and how under-funded
they are, by the way." This same governing participant went
on to say,
One of my regrets is that when we started
this performance-based budgeting stuff, we said
okay we are going to give you money for success.
I always envisioned that the money would be
recurring.
If you did something right, you
earned the money. As long as you didn't screw up
later, you would keep the money.
This participant believed this would be an incentive for
the colleges to continue to do better. Unfortunately,
according to this governing participant, the colleges
weren't given the money promised because "the legislature
didn't keep its side of the bargain."
When asked about community college funding, another
governing participant stated, "There is very little
existing evidence to indicate that we are not able to
perform as a system because of money." Another governing
participant criticized current funding formulas stating,
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There is no relationship between the full
price of education and what is charged so nobody
in the system thinks about the value for the
dollars received.
There is no return on
investment mindset within public education
because it is all formula driven.

Research Question Four

How has the states' governance process impeded, or
advanced the formation and implementation of the
performance-based funding process (PB2) as perceived b y key
stakeholders?

All agreed that the statewide discussions conducted by
the accountability task force and the efforts of the
Presidents' Council provided opportunity for extensive
input into the formation of the accountability measurements
tied to PB2 for community colleges. The measures were
described as being quantifiable and attainable. PB2 is not
seen as having been very successful except for the fact
that it has placed an emphasis on student outcomes.
Governing, executive and administrative participants
believe that more money should be put into performancebased funding in order to truly make it incentive based.
One administrative participant said, "the funding system is
broke, not the performance piece."
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College Interview Findings
A total of 13 individuals participated at the college
level: seven at West College in California and six at East
College in Florida. The individuals ranged from faculty
members, currently or previously serving in leadership
positions, senior and mid-management administrators, a
trustee, and the current college president.
West College Interview Data
Research Question One

What is the governance or decision-making process used
for community colleges in each state as described by key
stakeholders?
All seven of West College's participants were aware of
the passage of the mandated AB1725 "shared governance"
legislation; however, impressions of the significance of
"shared governance" varied slightly depending upon
stakeholder position within the organization. One executive
criticized AB1725 and its subsequent changes to Title 5.
This participant stated that Consultation Council, as
mandated by AB1725, has been a "disaster for the CCCS
because service on the council is based on constituency
representation rather than college or responsibility
representation." Further criticizing shared governance
through the consultation process as too cumbersome and
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giving "too much power or say to organizations rather than
colleges." According to this executive, "They [the
colleges] are being represented by some group who is not
responsible for anything."

A governing participant echoed

this concern expressing a perception among governing and
executive leadership throughout the state that
There is an over balance of faculty
representation on all of the major committees and
it is hampering their ability.
There is
participation without accountability.
It is the
leadership, not the faculty leadership but the
management leadership, the administrative
leadership that are ultimately accountable.

An executive participant commented on a lack of
collective system prioritization, which has subjected the
CCCS to a lot of criticism from the governor and the
legislature.

The legislators "think we take much too much

time to come to decisions and we are afraid to make
decisions, to prioritize.

We submit a budget and don't

prioritize." With regard to shared governance at West
College, there appeared to be general agreement among all
of the participants that it worked fairly well but that it
was a slow, tedious process. The faculty participants
acknowledged that they understood the shared governance
process at their particular college but had limited
knowledge of the statewide consultation process. When asked
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to define shared governance, a faculty participant
identified it as a structure where the college
administration is required to ensure that faculty are
provided opportunities to assist in decision making
processes at the college. The faculty participants see
shared governance as having strengthened faculty
involvement in local decision-making. However, all college
participants agreed that while AB1725 mandated the concept
of shared decision-making its implementation varied from
college to college throughout the state depending upon the
individual college's leadership.
With regard to West College's decision-making process,
one executive believed the former CEO and the governance
structure developed under his leadership tenure indicated a
commitment to the philosophy of shared governance.
However, upper leadership, not necessarily
the CEO, didn't have a grasp of planning concepts
so a lot of good information was discussed but
there was never any impetus to carry out into
some action plans.
While the structure exists for shared decision-making
at West College, this same executive participant felt that
there were lots of effort, good ideas and input but the
"fruition of the plan was never there" making the
organization ripe for a change in leadership.
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Research Question Two
What effect , if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures and
performance-based funding initiatives currently in
existence (Partnership for Excellence (PFE)) as perceived
b y key stakeholders?
All of the participants concurred that PFE represented
the state's first attempt at addressing educational
accountability.

As noted by one executive participant, "Up

until PFE, I don't think there has been any attempt to have
accountability other than fiscal accountability."

However,

this same executive participant stated, "I think through
this shared governance process at the state level there is
a tendency not to want accountability." This sentiment was
reinforced by all of the executive and administrative
participants.

The perception is that because of the broad

constituency representation on the council there is a
tendency to have to "sell an idea" making the process more
political than participatory. There was general agreement
that PFE was not really an attempt at educational
accountability but merely a quest for money for the
significantly under-funded CCCS. All of the West College
participants agreed that while PFE came through the
consultation process, some thought it "was bullied through"
by Chancellor Nussbaum and his staff because it was felt
that the only way to get additional funding for the CCCS
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was to tie it to accountability.

It was however noted that

this was one of the few times that the Chancellor and his
staff had taken such an approach.
Research Question Three
What differences, if any , exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact on how
each state is addressing accountability and performancebased funding?

This research question addresses the differences
between the two states, which is presented in Table 4. The
following findings are presented as they represent
additional data with regard to issues of shared decision
making, accountability and student performance.
Because California has a mandated consultation council
process, all agreed that any decisions made for the system
must be run through the representative council before it is
implemented. Therefore, the Chancellor and his staff had to
bring the PFE initiative addressing accountability and
performance funding tied to student outcomes to the
Consultation Council.

West College's participants perceive

this as having had the advantage of presenting a systemwide voice. Executive and administrative participants agree
that Chancellor Nussbaum works very hard to get all 108
colleges to speak as one voice to avoid individual
districts running to the legislature with 108 different

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

144

requests.

According to one executive participant with so

many voices in the system with conflicting ideas and
proposals, "It is easy for the legislators to ignore us
because we don't speak with a common voice." The perception
is that PFE spoke with a common voice but that Chancellor
Nussbaum worked hard to keep the disagreements at the
Consultation Council instead of at the BOG or legislative
level.
All of the participants addressed the fact that the
CCCS is grossly under-funded. One executive participant
stated, "We are under-funded. Look at all of the other
states. We are at least $2000 under the average of the
national community college per student funding." Another
concern voiced related to funding as a result of
Proposition 13, which allowed for different funding
formulas among colleges within the CCCS. According to an
internal communique of West College, the highest funded
district receives $8,209 per full-time equivalent student,
and the lowest funded district receives only $3,516. This
was seen as an inappropriate and unfair allocation of state
resources. Therefore, West College participants perceive
that the system Chancellor and staff felt the only way to
get additional funding for CCCS was to look at
accountability measures tied to student performance
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outcomes. Faculty participants while not against
accountability per se, voiced concern about the emphasis on
rewarding colleges with money tied to meeting quantitative
goals. As one faculty participant stated, "I think it is a
good idea to have some sort of accountability. I think
anytime you don't review and hold people accountable, then
things tend to stay the same or get worse." However, there
was disparity in how governing, executive and
administrative participants interpreted educational
accountability versus faculty participants' views. All of
the faculty participants described educational
accountability as maintaining professional standards
through such processes as institutional review, faculty
professional development, and tenure and evaluation. As one
faculty participant commented,
I think the faculty see incongruence or
discountenance or whatever you want to say
between what we really feel is best educationally
for students and what administration has to be
accountable for as far as costs and things like
that.
Research Question Four
How has the states' governance process impeded or advanced
the formation and implementation of the performance-based
funding process (PFE) as perceived by key stakeholders?
Several executive participants noted that the only new
funds allocated in recent years to the CCCS have been from
PFE.

All seven of West College's participants agreed that
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PFE was the "brainchild" of the current Chancellor or his
key leadership.

The perception is that PFE was "sold" on

many levels throughout the system as the only means of
infusing additional revenues into the system.

As one

administrative participant noted, the CCCS was "running up
against a wall in terms of trying to get money."

The

perception is that PFE represented an attempt to respond to
the call for more accountability concerning student
outcomes. However, participants agreed PFE was not really
an attempt at educational accountability but merely a
response to a quest for additional funds.

When asked if

PFE has been successful in addressing educational
accountability, one respondent replied "probably not
because there really hasn't been improvement." To quote one
administrative participant,
I guess we are accountable in keeping up at least
at the same rate of success we had before but I
am not sure that it has done much to increase
performance.
Probably, it has made us more
accountable but it hasn't really improved our
performance.

And a governing participant stated, "PFE has been a
source of additional income but it has also been a source
of bureaucratic hoops we have had to jump through and

that

is a disappointment." This governing participant believes
that any improvement in student outcomes is because of
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capable educators who want to help students succeed and has
nothing to do with the infusion of PFE funds.
While all agreed that PFE hasn't made significant
system-wide outcome improvements, they also agree that it
has increased the focus at the college/district level on
student outcomes. An administrative participant noted that
the current accountability measures such as transfer to the
UC (University of California) and CSU (California State
University) systems were limited measurements. All college
participants perceive the CCCS as having been forced to
somehow demonstrate that it was adequately doing its job.
The CCCS needs to increase funding but as a governing
participant noted, political agendas greatly impact the
mission of the CCCS.

This was illustrated by commenting

that, "I don't know anything about politics but I am seeing
how detrimental it is to our mission to educate students."
A governing participant believes most faculty are against
performance-based accountability because "non-educators are
trying to measure education" and faculty do not feel that
non-educators should be in control of what happens in the
classroom.
When asked how the state level decision-making has
impacted educational accountability, one executive
participant voiced strong criticism because of the
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constituency representational aspects of the process.

The

faculty participants acknowledged that they understood the
shared governance process at their particular college but
had limited knowledge of the statewide consultation
process.
East College Interview Data
Research Question One
What is the governance or decision-making process used
for community colleges in each state as described by key
stakeholders?

All six of East College participants described their
college as being in a transitional phase due to recent
changes in leadership.

The previous decision-making model

at the college was described as "hierarchical and
autocratic" under the previous president. East college's
current governance structure was described as collaborative
where issues or problems are identified and plans are
implemented to come up with a solution strategy. An
executive participant also described the decision-making
model as traditional with respect to operations based upon
areas of responsibility. This same executive said there was
a tendency for "lots of talk and little action" under the
previous leadership. The perception of most participants is
that the new governance structure at the college was a
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product of several factors.

As a result of Title III and V

grants, the college began to engage in dialogue about
student learning and success.

The emphasis on student

outcomes and the prospect of obtaining additional funding
through performance outcomes along with new presidential
leadership were seen as the primary causes for the
transition.
According to the faculty participants, the current
president was selected by a narrow vote of the governing
board.

As described by one faculty participant, two

candidates were being considered for the president's
position by the board "so faculty just crammed into the
room."

This participant believes the overwhelming presence

of faculty was because they were convinced that only one of
the candidates would continue to move the learning centered
initiative forward. Another faculty participant described
the former decision-making process at East College as a
"star chamber" model, where the president and a few select
administrators made decisions. Budgets were kept secret and
faculty were becoming frustrated.

This faculty participant

said, "we were going to make significant changes or we were
heading towards a union or some other form of very
unpleasant future." All of the executive and faculty
participants voiced a great deal of satisfaction with the
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new president's style of leadership.

One executive

participant described the president as having an "open
style that invites participation and input." Additionally,
the perception is that the new president is willing to make
tough decisions even if in opposition to recommendations
reached through the collaborative process. However, such
decisions are communicated with explanations of why and how
the decision was made. A faculty participant sees East
College as moving towards a more perfect decision-making
process but "we have a long way to go."
Furthermore, according to the faculty participants, in
addition to being collaborative, the president is seen as
clearly understanding the importance of having
relationships with the faculty.

The president is also

perceived by all participants to be very learning centered.
The faculty participants see faculty morale having improved
drastically as a response to the new president's leadership
style. The president was described as "caring,
collaborative, learning centered and committed to shared
governance."

When the president was interviewed for

purposes of this study, he used the term "shared
governance" while discussing accountability and performance
when he said, "In an environment of shared governance, you
expect everyone to hold the standards and make them as
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explicit as you can." The president was then asked if
"shared governance," describes the decision-making process
used at East College.

The response was "Yes.

However, it

doesn't cover nearly the pregnant meaning that it does in
California.

It just means collaboration so you are more

likely to hear the word collaboration."
When asked how decisions were made in committees and
councils, all six participants agreed that while efforts
were made to reach consensus, the responsibility and
authority for the final decisions rest with the president
and governing board. When asked to distinguish between
collaboration and consensus, a faculty participant said
they are different and proceeded to define collaboration as
information gathering that may or may not impact a final
decision, which ultimately will be made by the President
and Board of Trustees. Consensus, on the other hand, was
described as the coming together on a final outcome. This
was illustrated when he stated,
I guess I view consensus as being kind of an end
result. When you reach consensus, there has been
in essence a resolution of an issue whereas
collaboration is merely the sharing of ideas and
information.
When asked whether the governance process at East
College was collaborative or consensus building, this
faculty participant responded, "On some issues we

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.

collaborate.

On some issues we do consensus" where

consensus was defined as basically everyone agreeing with a
solution knowing that the decision may not have been their
first choice but they can live with it. When asked about
efforts to reach consensus at East College, the president
talked about the concept of servant leadership with regard
to "primus" defined as the person with the most at stake
concerning the issue being addressed. The example given: on
budgeting issues the Chief Financial Officer is the primus.
The president further stated that, "There is a natural and
healthy tension between decisiveness and collaboration.
Most of the formulations that resolve tension are
unsatisfactory, for example, consensus." The president
believes that the pressure to create consensus results in
an unwillingness of people to express their dissent on an
issue.
While it is good to have consensus we aren't
going to beat ourselves up to get consensus
mostly because in a false consensus the results
are that 70% of the people agree and the other
30% are too embarrassed to disagree.
Participants perceive the current president as having
brought a principled style of leadership to the college.
Several executive and faculty participants described the
president's style of leadership as one of "servant
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leadership" referencing Robert K. Greenleaf's (1977) work
entitled "Servant Leadership".
Prior to the new president, we had models
dealing with collaboration that we thought as
learning centered and outcomes oriented. The
guiding sort of overarching concept behind all of
the models was collaboration and that was
probably the primary theme throughout the
selection of our president.
Another executive participant stated that
collaborative decision-making requires a process: a process
for self-directed management.

Participants perceive the

new president as attempting to create such a process.
Several participants talked about the creation of the
College Planning Council that will be tasked with tying
planning and decision-making to funding based on the
learning centered initiative. One executive participant
predicts the new structure "will be open and action
oriented" with respect to decision-making. When asked what
influences in his career or personal life had brought him
to adopt a servant leadership style, the president
responded it happened when he understood that "respecting
deeply other people's ideas didn't cost anything.

I didn't

give up any authority when I gave other people influence."
With regard to system level decision-making, an
executive participant described Florida as being in a state
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of transition with a lot of new presidents throughout the
system. Furthermore, according to this participant,
By law, the boards and presidents have
immense authority and by tradition they have
exercised it. Florida has had a history of, well-tyrannical is too strong of a word— but fairly
independent presidents.
With regard to legislative leadership, an executive
participant said that "the legislature has no compunction
about diving into detailed matters of the life of the
colleges and they do it all of the time."

While not done

on every issue by all legislators, the perception is that
Florida has a long history of legislators having a pet
peeve and then instead of leaving it to the faculty or
administrative leadership to resolve, they "legislate a
6,000 word statute or rule" and it was noted that can be on
anything from grading to classes or financial aid policy.
When asked if there was a tendency for different
colleges to go to different legislators, an executive
participant said that had been the case historically though
the new presidents have worked very hard to "covenant with
each other to work on behalf of the system" believing that
it would benefit all in the long run. However, the
perception is that the responsibility for this independent
behavior rests on the shoulders of the legislators who have
caused such behavior and have been unwilling to have a
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rational funding formula for the entire system.

One

executive participant sees the current governance as weak
and the real potential of the new governance model as an
opportunity to align the Florida Education systems for
example with regard to curriculum and funding. Another
executive participant acknowledged that no one really knew
what was going to happen with the new legislated governance
model.
With regard to involvement of the FLCCS and Division
of Community Colleges in decision-making, an executive
participant described it as a "moderately low control state
organization." According to another executive participant,
the system works pretty well overall. This executive
participant perceives the legislators as "still learning to
make decisions regarding the big issues but I don't see
quite as much micro-managing as there was say a couple of
years ago."

However, when a new Governor is elected it

creates paradigm shifts throughout the state because the
Governor appoints the statewide board members. When asked
how system stakeholders perceive decision-making at the
local level, a governing participant stated,
I think overall those stakeholders probably
view the decision-making process at the community
college level to be fairly efficient.
I also
think that their opinion is confirmed by the
recent changes proposed in governance with
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respect to the Universities where they are
basically moving towards the process utilized by
community colleges.

Faculty participants were not very familiar with
statewide processes other than the fact that there has been
a history of legislative involvement in decision-making
particularly concerning accountability and performance
outcomes.
Research Question Two
What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures and
performance-based funding initiatives currently in
existence (Performance-based Budgeting (PB2)) as perceived
by key stakeholders?
Florida legislated the PB2 program tying it to funding
by identified and agreed upon accountability measures for
all state government agencies.

East College participants

see the emphasis on accountability and performance as being
a direct result of a need for the legislators to address
government funding in a time of reducing resources.

Most

participants were unaware of the history behind the PB2
funding model with the exception of three executive
participants, one of whom is the college president.

One

executive admitted ignorance with regard to statewide
accountability efforts and only became aware upon reviewing
the "My Florida" website in preparation for the interview
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with the researcher.

This same executive participant

stated, "this is pretty good stuff.

I actually got very

engaged last night."
Research Question Three
What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact on how
each state is addressing accountability and performancebased funding?

As in previous discussions regarding research question
three, the following additional issues emerged concerning
how Florida is addressing accountability and performancebased funding.

Research question three is more

appropriately addressed in Table 4 and the subsequent
narrative summary of recurring themes. During a discussion
about educational accountability, a governing participant
was asked whether or not educational accountability was
synonymous with student outcomes.

The participant replied

that it was the colleges' responsibility to make sure that
students master subjects.

This was further illustrated

when he said,
If we make any other measures other than
student outcome a measure of success then to some
extent I think you have relegated the student,
which our system is intending to try and keep in
the forefront, to some other place.
If their
success is not what we are measuring our success
by, then the student I don't think is any longer
the focus.
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An executive participant defined educational
accountability as "achieving extraordinary results with
ordinary students, ordinary meaning the whole spectrum."
However, this participant would like to see accountability
mean "where the college holds itself accountable publicly
based on specific achievement of learning gains."
All of the East College participants mentioned a
cultural shift at their institution with regard to
accountability as having happened about six years prior to
hiring the current president as a direct result of its
Learning Centered Initiative.

Participants all perceive

student learning to be a significant part of East College's
culture.

An executive participant described the paradigm

shift as having emerged from several grants, which brought
together administrators and faculty to discuss and explore
among other things, the literature on retention and
performance.
Furthermore, it was reported that this shift is
further evidenced by the college's commitment in its SAC
self-study for accreditation to incorporate core
competencies into all curriculum.

The executive

participant defined the core competencies as, "think,
value, communicate and act," which are more "global in
nature than the seven very disciplined specific
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competencies." This same executive believes that while the
culture of the organization has embraced student
centeredness, having a president as committed to this goal
is a crucial element.
Asked what responsibility the legislators had with
respect to educational accountability, an executive
participant responded that "they need to make sure
reporting is open to the public." Additionally, whatever
measures have been agreed to, regardless of how simple or
complex, that a picture is painted to reflect attainment of
the public's return on investment. "I think the fundamental
responsibility of the state and the public is to define
with the institutions what are the outcomes we are after
and make them public."
Research Question Four
How has the states' governance process impeded or advanced
the formation and implementation of the performance-based
funding process (PB2) as perceived by key stakeholders?

Funding was an issue addressed by all six of the
participants at East College.

According to two executive

participants, East College is one of the lowest funded
districts in the state of Florida ranking about 26th out of
the 28 districts.

All of the participants expressed the

opinion that East College has performed quite well with
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respect to accountability measures.

However, PB2 has not

resulted in any significant funding increases to the
college.

According to an executive participant, PB2 hasn't

been effective because it never increased East College's
funding it merely redistributed about 15 cents out of every
dollar from a fixed set of funding resources.
In addition, it was noted by all six participants,
that East College is experiencing rapid growth in student
enrollments. One executive participant said unfortunately,
"a model has been adopted in Florida that gives every
institution funding even those with declining enrollment."
The executive participant attributed this to a combination
of factors including the fact that legislators tend to
protect the interest of their local constituencies.

There

is also the perception that those district presidents where
enrollment is flat have influenced the State Board of
Education and the FLCCS Division office by arguing that
they need to maintain current funding if they are to be
able to grow in the future.
One executive participant sees funding as an issue of
fairness versus equitable funding model.

Defining a

fairness model, "as being where everybody shares and an
equitable model, which says if your college is growing
faster than others, you should be funded accordingly."
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According to this executive participant, several system
presidents including East College's president made a
commitment with the system Chancellor that if the division
staff would support an equitable model rather than a
fairness model they would not lobby their individual
legislators but stay united within the system.
An Analysis of California's and Florida's Systems and
Colleges by recurring themes
Several themes recurred as data were analyzed at the
system and college level. Table 4 represents a summary of
the recurring themes emerging from the data for each state
at the college and system level. The themes are reported in
alphabetical order. Some themes are unique to a college, a
system or to a variety of combinations and are identified
by an "X" in the appropriate column. The analysis column
briefly summarizes the preceding narrative discussions for
each college and system. Conclusions and discussion
regarding this data as discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4 : Comparison of the California (CCCS) and the
Florida (FLCCS) and Community College System. And the West
College (California) and East College (Florida) findings:
Themes
CCCS WEST FLCCS East Analysis
Collaboration
X
X
Florida described its
decision-making
processes as being
based upon input and
collaboration. East
College also uses the
term shared
governance but
synonymous to
collaboration.
Culture
X
Common visions and
principles impact
organizational
culture.
Data driven
X
X
Planning should be
decisions
driven by data.
External
X
X
Term limits can
influences
result in varying
political agendas.
Self-imposed
accountability
measures are more
likely to be
successful as
compared to imposed.
Focus
X
X
X
Emphasis on
accountability &
performance has
resulted in more
focus on student
learning & missions.
X
Funding
X
X
Community colleges
are not adequately
funded.
X
Leadership
X
X
Leadership style
perceived as
critical. Impacts
every aspect of
organization.
Responsibility
X
President/boards are
ultimately
and authority
responsible and
accountable.
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Themes
Rewards and
punishment

CCCS WEST
X

Shared
Governance

X

FLCCS
X

X

Student
centered
learning

Transitions

X

Workforce
development

X

East Analysis
Not meeting
performance goals can
result in punishment
e.g., California's
contingency trigger
"hammer".
It is slow,
cumbersome and time
consuming. Inclusive
at the state level by
law (AB1725). Concern
that too much
emphasis is placed on
coalition
representation.
Shared Governance
process varies from
college to college.
X
Accountability and
performance emphasize
student outcomes.
Creates an emphasis
on learning and
success.
X
Transitions due to
changes in leadership
and structure.
Provide business and
industry with skilled
and trained
workforce, which then
effects the economic
development of a
community and state.

California System Themes
Shared Governance
All five of the California system participants see

shared governance as a slow, tedious process whereby
decisions take a significant amount of time to come to
fruition. While describing shared governance, many of the
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participants spoke to the fact that it was slow because of
its inclusive nature.

The opportunity to participate is

perceived to be one of shared governance's strengths
because of the belief that it is more likely that decisions
will be accepted as a result of participation. Participants
were asked whether they believe there might be confusion
concerning shared governance; particularly, differentiating
between an opportunity to give input for decision-making
versus actually making the decision. It was suggested by
one executive participant that there was the potential for
confusion in defining the shared governance process at the
local level but did not believe that to be the case at the
state level.

According to this executive participant,

leadership turnover at the college level tends to result in
"a rough and ready quality about how shared governance is
done. It may not be consistent from year to year."
Whereas, at the state level because there is so much public
scrutiny and the existence of the Board Standing Orders for
Consultation,
Folks who participate in consultation at the
state level by and large are quite sophisticated
politically. They totally understand what their
rights are and exactly how far they go. When a
decision is made that they disagree with they
won't say we didn't have a voice, they will say,
you didn't accept our input.
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All five of the California system participants stated
that decision-making through consensus is ideal but
acknowledged that it is not required in order to move
forward with any initiative.

However, according to the

executive participants, one flaw to the consultation
process is that any group can go forward to the BOG if they
are not satisfied with the recommendation coming forward.
Funding
All five of the California system participants believe
that had funding not been tied to accountability measures
PFE would never have been implemented by the Governor or
legislators. There was consensus among all of the
participants, that while the CCCS is grossly under-funded,
additional revenue was not going to be forthcoming without
addressing the issues of student performance outcomes.
Data driven decisions
All five California system participants agree that
while some of the improvements might have happened
regardless of PFE measurements, it was too soon to tell
whether or not it was successful in improving student
outcomes.

Reporting results before there has been enough

time from a research point of view is seen as
counterproductive. A sufficient amount of time is necessary
to evaluate whether or not there is a cause and effect
relationship existing due to the PFE money. In addition,
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the future of PFE is in jeopardy, as illustrated by an
executive participant stating, the "energy crisis has
kicked the hell out of PFE." It was noted that as the
California economic situation worsens it might be difficult
to correlate data.
Focus
When asked what recommended changes were suggested
with respect to the shared governance decision-making model
for CCCS, participant responses varied. One governing
participant said a "higher level of trust and constant
focus on our missions." The participant also believes that
strategic planning is vital in order to set priorities and
receive the funds needed to operate.
This same participant commented on the significance of
the Department of Finance to CCCS decision-making because
of their ability to control dollars. "They get the first
shot at the distribution of monies in the system and then
the legislature reacts." This same participant went on to
explain that recommendations from the Chancellor influenced
the Department of Finance.

However, the Department of

Finance has the ability to disregard issues or place focus
somewhere else.
Leadership
Each of the participants addressed leadership issues.
One governing participant talked about the significance of

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission .

167

student leadership to help understand student needs. This
governing participant also commented on the fact that
because of a lack of continuity in student leadership as
found in the UC and CSU systems, students in CCCS have far
less of an impact. When asked whether or not shared
governance through consultation would continue under a new
Chancellor's leadership, one executive participant
responded that the structure has been captured in the Board
Standing Orders so it would be difficult though certainly
things could change. "Rules don't control behavior.

So a

new leader could come and blow it off and get away with it
for a while."
Two executive participants commented on the impact of
the Governor's leadership particularly with respect to
appointment of the BOG.

According to one executive

participant, BOG members could request their legislators to
change the intent of AB1725. However, political fights
would probably ensue. "I mean all of it is fragile as any
human agreements are. New leadership comes and they just
ignore policy. That is totally possible."
Florida System Themes
Collaboration
All of the Florida system participants described the
decision-making process used at the system and college
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level as collaborative and collegial. Participants
identified the Presidents' Council at the system level as
one of the most significant collaborative processes because
it "tries to create one voice for the system."
Participants believe it is vital to the future of the FLCCS
for the colleges to work together, particularly with regard
to its relationship with the Governor and Legislature.
According to one administrative participant, "In the six
years since I have been here, I have never seen an issue
where we could not reach a collaborative agreement on what
needs to be done on an issue."

Participants see

collaboration as having had a positive affect on FLCCS's
relationship with the state legislators particularly
because of the efforts extended to develop accountability
measures that all 28 colleges could agree to for PB2 funding
and reporting. The perception is that because of the
system-wide collaborative efforts, community colleges are
viewed as the most responsive of education systems in the
state.
Transitions
The reorganization of Florida's educational governance
structure was identified as a major event for the state.
Participants anticipate the changes to the FLCCS as minimal
as a result of the transition to a new Board of Education
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and elimination of the current State Board of Education.
However, some concerns were expressed due to the
uncertainty associated with a reorganization of such
magnitude.
Rewards and punishment
An executive participant described reading a chart
that showed "Students sitting at a desk with a 'not equal'
to $ next to it, students in caps and gowns with an 'equal
to' $." All of the participants agree the emphasis on
student learning has had a positive impact on the system,
colleges and most significantly, students.

However, there

is also the belief that the impact could be more
significant if more dollars were tied to performance and if
the point system used to drive allocation of performance
dollars had more consistency so colleges could plan from
year to year.
Funding
Funding on an FTE basis was described as inefficient
and ineffective.

One governing participant questioned what

an FTE was and what relationship it had to do with public
dollars invested in education.

This statement was made in

an accusatory tone implying that educators weren't
cognizant of the value of dollars invested.

On the other

hand, many of the system participants were critical of the
legislature's funding practices for community colleges. One
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executive participant commented about a consistent funding
model that was developed internally by and for Florida's
community colleges. According to this executive, the model
was developed with system-wide input, consensus was
reached, the model was presented to the legislators but
"the legislators wouldn't embrace it."
Data driven decisions
Participants at the state level believe that data
should drive decisions.

However, they also believe that it

takes time to evaluate data and determine the effectiveness
of measurements and outcomes. Some participants view data
decision making as a business model that will help
governing and executive leadership to make informed
decisions.
Culture
State level participants see an emphasis on
performance and student outcomes to have changed the
culture of the Florida Community College System. Several
examples were provided throughout the interview process of
how administrators, faculty and staff have been changed as
a result of the statewide emphasis on production and
performance. As one faculty participant observed,"PB2 has
had limited success because it has begun to shape the
culture of institutions through the reporting
requirements." According to this faculty participant, there
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isn't a faculty member in any institution that if you asked
what the state's expectations were for community colleges,
wouldn't answer, "enrollment, graduation rate, reduced
attrition, effective and immediate remediation at the
community college level."
Workforce development
State level participants see one of the biggest
challenges and opportunities facing Florida's community
colleges to be workforce development. One of the major
concerns expressed is that performance dollars tied to
workforce development are not increased dollars to the
system but money that was pulled from existing budgets and
pooled with K-12 workforce funds. With the implementation
of the new governance structure, community colleges will
compete with public schools for those workforce dollars.
Another concern expressed by several participants is the
fact that one of the main employment opportunities in the
state is in the tourism industry, which are usually lowpaying jobs.

According to this participant, the workforce

development funding formula pays more for high skill, high
wage job placements. The participant illustrated the point,
when he commented that,
A college will earn a lot more dollars for placing
somebody in an information technology program or
allied health program than it will for placing
somebody in the tourist industry. And one of the
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biggest needs we have in this state is in the tourism
industry.
West College Themes
During analysis, it became apparent that among the
seven subjects interviewed at West College, there were
recurring themes in their responses.

Undoubtedly some of

the recurrence was a result of the specific interview
questions; however, others appeared within entirely
separate contexts. The following represents the most
common:
Shared Governance
All seven of West College's participants were aware of
and referred to AB1725 and its mandated shared governance
process.

Shared governance is described as working fairly

well at the college but the perception is that it is slow
and tedious. Furthermore, executive participants describe
the Consultation Council at the state level as being too
representational and too faculty driven.

They criticized

shared governance as creating a process where individuals
are more committed to representing the interests of a
particular constituency group rather than the good of the
college. Shared governance at the state level was similarly
criticized as expressed by one executive participant, when
he stated, "too much power or say is given to organizations
rather than colleges."
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Focus
Another recurring theme concerned how student
performance outcomes in a community college could be truly
measured. There was agreement among all of West College
participants that quantifying goals ignores the intangibles
associated with education.

A recurring question among all

of the participants concerned was: How does one measure the
value added to a student's personal and professional life
as a result of the educational experience?
While all seven West College participants agreed that
PFE has focused colleges and the system on student
performance outcomes, there was also agreement educational
accountability is difficult to define.

When asked whether

educational accountability was synonymous with improved
performance, one executive participant commented that,
"accountability doesn't really improve performance because
you can be held accountable for bad performance."
Rewards and punishment
There was consensus among all seven West College
participants that accountability in CCCS is only being
addressed through PFE.

There was also the perception that

PFE was not universally popular at consultation and there
are still many parts of it not popular and becoming less
and less popular as time goes by.

One executive

participant attributes this to the fact that rather than
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PFE funds being free money that wasn't categorical "it has
become the most categorical, non-categorical program."
Additionally, executive and administrative participants
spoke about the "hammer" built into PFE, which allowed for
a contingency trigger should there not be system-wide
progress towards the goals. Finally, there is concern that
the current Governor does not support PFE as indicated by
the lack of a line item in his upcoming budget.
Responsibility and Authority
Two executive participants criticized shared
governance for giving too much power to faculty to
influence decisions at the system and college level without
any real accountability for those decisions.

One faculty

participant was concerned about the fact that teaching
schedules limit committee participation for many faculty
members. The executive and administrative participants
appeared to be well versed in the shared governance
decision-making process at the statewide level but not so
with the faculty participants. The two faculty participants
appeared to have knowledge of their college's shared
governance process but limited knowledge concerning the
system level process.
External influences
California now has term limits for legislators and the
perception among West College's participants is that the
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current Governor and legislators don't understand or care
about what happened previously.

All agree that, in order

for any initiative to succeed, there must be a commitment
in theory and resources to the mission of community
colleges. There is a perception among the college
participants that the current Governor "doesn't care as
much about community colleges."
"We aren't on his radar.

As one executive stated,

He puts his emphasis with K-12

and that is where he wants his money."
Leadership
All seven of West College's participants believe
leadership is vital to the success of shared governance.
This was illustrated by comments that emphasized the
importance of having a CEO and board of trustees who are
committed to shared governance and able to guide the
institution toward actual decision-making. As one faculty
participant stated, "a visionary leader is almost like a
magnet" because people desperately need to see all of their
committee work and involvement come to fruition.
While I think you have to have shared governance,
I think you have to have a leader with vision.
I
don't believe everything can be accomplished in
committee. There is a point at which someone has
to say this is really the direction we are going
to go .
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East College Themes
During analysis of the six interviews at the Florida
college level, it became apparent that there were some
recurring themes.

Potentially, these recurrences were due

to the fact that an interview guide was used for
questioning all of the participants.

However, some themes

appeared within entirely separate contexts.
Collaboration
All six participants described East College's
decision-making process as collaborative. They defined
collaboration as an opportunity to give input. Participants
spoke of the closed, "star chamber" model of decision
making used by the former president. The current style of
decision-making was described as more open but still action
oriented with clearly defined lines of authority.
Transitions
When asked to describe the decision-making process for
the system, East College participants stated that the
system was about to go through a transition due to
legislation overhauling Florida's entire education system.
The college was also described as going through a
transition phase as a result of a fairly new president and
various changes to college-wide councils for decision
making .
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All of the participants mentioned the changes being
made to the organization's structure as a result of the new
leadership.

Longstanding administrative councils were

being eliminated and others created.

Council membership

was being expanded to include faculty representation.
Clearly defined objectives and responsibilities were being
delineated for each of the councils using a "work plan"
model.

According to one executive participant,

If somebody is going to work on an
initiative, we want to know who is going to work
on it, what the charge is, what the membership
is, who the stakeholders are, what you are going
to analyze, what you think you are going to
implement and how you think you are going to
evaluate it and a timeframe in which you expect
to complete.
The intent of this work plan process is to eliminate
situations where people are working on something without
taking any action.

"Where something is assigned to

someone. Then three months later you go back to them, ask
what have you done and the response is, no I didn't get
around to it."
Focus
Several participants defined accountability as an
assessment process. Participants felt that the best
accountability measures were those that are internally
created based on the needs of the community. All identified
the shift to an accountability perspective as having
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improved the focus of colleges to defined goals and
objectives for student outcomes.
Funding
East College participants see funding as one of the
biggest obstacles facing their college.

All agreed that

FTE funding wasn't an appropriate way of funding colleges
primarily because "FTE is driven by growth and that didn't
always mean quality in the context of learning." However,
East College is experiencing rapid growth without being
funded for all of its growth.

According to an executive

participant, East College has not been adequately funded
for its growth but colleges that have declining growth
continue to get increases in appropriations. Another
problem cited related to performance-based funding is the
fact that there is no consistency in the point formula.
According to an executive participant FTE funding, "is no
longer high on the list of most legislators."
With regard to how the community colleges are funded,
an executive participant stated that, "they need to
establish a rational formula for allocating resources and
stick with it."

Several participants recommended that any

funding formula be allowed to continue for a period of time
after it is instituted--that it recognize enrollment,
differences in operating costs, strategic priorities of the
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state and performance of each college. According to an
executive participant, "It should be simple so that we have
a business model on which to propagate for the future,
because now what we have is a crap shoot."
External influences
One of the prime concerns addressed concerning
external influences was a tendency by legislators to get
involved in issues that would be best left to the policy
making boards. Participants voiced concern particularly
considering that Florida voters recently elected to have
legislative term limits.

If legislators become "champions

of specific issues like performance-based funding," the
life expectancy of those issues is usually limited to the
person's career in the legislature.

According to one

executive participant, "PB2 is a great example of that. It
came from Senator Horne who has only one more year to serve
in the legislature and then we will see what happens."
Student centered learning
To a person, every participant at East College talked
about their Learning Centered Initiative and its impact on
the organization.

This focus has permeated throughout the

institution according to all of the participants.

A

recurring message was that while East College had
experienced a paradigm shift before hiring their current
president, they see him as someone who can move them
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forward with regard to student centered learning.
Additionally, one executive participant said that, "We who
are interested in learning feel better about the state
governance now that we are looking at performance as
opposed to FTE." This participant believes that if an
organization is really interested in student learning it
has to look at outcomes. According to this participant,
"Performance is something we can acknowledge and we can
make certain in-house decisions based upon quality rather
than the number of seats we are filling."
Leadership
All of the college participants identified leadership
as vital to any organization.

The leadership styles of the

current president and predecessor were described as
diametrically opposed.

The predecessor was described as

autocratic, "holding decisions close to his vest" and
operating using a "star chamber" model where only select
individuals were involved in decision-making process. The
current president is seen as more open and collaborative.
The faculty participants were obviously excited and
optimistic about this president who they described as have
an "entirely different leadership style" from the
predecessor.

However, one faculty participant stressed

that the organization had to be patient as the
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transformation due to the different leadership style was
"awkward for some" and would require a great deal of work
on the part of everyone. According to this faculty
participant,
An institution is like a cruise liner. It
doesn't turn around on a dime. You have got to
move it around and so we just have to be patient,
which is hard. It is hard because every time you
see something that appears to be kind of a
fallback on the old way of doing things
immediately the defenses go up. Oh my God, what
happened?

An executive participant expressed similar enthusiasm
about East College under the leadership of this new
president stating, "We have been really blessed with Dr.
Y."
Summary
The purpose of this study was to explore the
relationship between decision-making processes used in a
community college system at the statewide and local
district level to examine what impact the process has on
attempts to address accountability tied to student
performance outcomes. Specific areas of concern included
shared governance and other participatory decision-making
models, defining and measuring student success, and funding
issues particularly based upon attainment of student
performance outcomes.
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The interviews and review of documents provided
addressed these concerns and were presented in this
chapter. Triangulation as a method of understanding the
issues was used in this study. This was accomplished
primarily through examination of the data at the state
(system) and local (college) level.

Data were analyzed

using exploratory, descriptive and explanatory procedures.
Composite profiles of both states were presented in Table 2
and of both colleges in Table 3 in an attempt to report
findings related to the current economic and demographic
climate of each community college system.

The findings

were presented according to the four research questions.
The data were then grouped into recurring themes at the
system and college level and presented in Table 4 as well
as in narrative summary for each state. Major conclusions
related to the research questions in this study are
summarized as follows:
1.

Whether by mandate or by convention,

participatory decision-making results in a higher degree of
commitment by all constituencies at the college and system
level.

When there is an opportunity for input prior to the

final decision, people are more likely to support an
initiative. Speaking with "one voice" as a system will
actually enable a community college system to command the
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attention of the Governor and the Legislature, particularly
with respect to funding as it competes with other state
agency demands.
2.

An emphasis on accountability that is identified

as student learning and success focuses a college and
system on achieving those. Administrative barriers are
removed, which allows students to complete course work in a
timely manner, thus enabling them to pursue transfer or
employment opportunities while efficiently using taxpayer
resources. Using a business model of inputs and outputs
does not negate or minimize the importance of the
intangibles associated with an educational experience.
3.

Leadership is key to the success of any

initiative.

Leadership at the state, system and college

level that is open, inclusive, responsive and action
oriented increases the effectiveness of an organization or
institution.
4.

The greatest disappointment experienced by nearly

all who participated in this study is that community
colleges have been and continue to be under-funded.

The

cost to a state is significantly less than any other public
or private education system, yet the resources provided are
minimal in comparison. Funding formulas must be developed
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that adequately provide resources for community college
education.
5.

Performance funding provides additional resources

to community colleges while demonstrating a return on
taxpayers' investment.

However, in order for results to be

meaningful, a sufficient amount of time must be allowed for
data collection and evaluation along with a consistent and
significant source of funding for the performance incentive
piece. Data driven decisions encourage and reward planning.
6.

Community colleges should not be hampered by

external influences related to political or personal
agendas, term limits, or political affiliations of
legislators or Governors.

Consistency in initiatives

allows colleges to engage in long-term planning, which one
trusts will result in informed decision-making on the part
of elected officials.
7.

Community colleges provide an opportunity for

economic development for the communities and states served.
During these times of decreasing state resources,
increasing and diverse populations, community colleges
provide a trained workforce in an efficient and cost
effective manner.
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Discussion, implications and recommendations for
future study as a result of these findings are presented in
Chapter 5.

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We shall never be able to raise the standards of
public life through law. Only if the lives of
leaders are perfect will they be able to produce
any effect on the people.
Gandhi as cited by Robert E. Quinn,
Changing the World: How ordinary people can
accomplish extraordinary results, (2000),
p.192
Introduction
As soon as one reads the word perfect in the above
quote, Gandhi's statement might be disregarded. Clearly,
Gandhi was not speaking of perfection as a state of being
without flaws but rather as a state to be aspired to. This
study was not initially intended to be an examination of
leadership.

However, when examining the relationship

between shared decision-making and accountability tied to
student performance outcomes, it became obvious from the
data that leadership is key to the success of any
initiative.
One of the objectives for this study was to determine
how governance, whether shared by legislative mandate or by
convention, affects efforts to address accountability
through student performance outcomes tied to performance
funding. Another objective was to determine whether or not

186
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the decision-making process used impeded or advanced such
efforts. This chapter discusses and draws conclusions
regarding the findings in the context of the four research
questions.

Implications of the findings are identified and

the researcher's recommendations for further work along
with a discussion of the limitations of the study conclude
the chapter.
Summary of the Study
Community colleges serve all segments of society by
placing higher education within reach of virtually all who
seek it.

The needs and desired outcomes of students are as

varied as the diverse populations of students attending the
nation's community colleges.

Economic conditions have

forced elected officials to examine how a state's resources
are being used to ensure that the public return on
investment meets or exceeds expectations.

However, there

appears to be some concern that an emphasis on
accountability in the form of inputs and outputs is
diametrically opposed to the academic philosophy of
education.
According to Leon Marzillier, a California statewide
faculty representative in an article responding to recent
changes by the Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges

(2002), "This requirement, that there be
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continuous improvement of learning outcomes, assumes that
student achievement can be increasingly rationalized like a
production process." (Senate Rostrum, October 2002).

Such

comments as this and according to additional findings
reported in Chapter 4, it might appear that educators are
concerned with the increasing emphasis on student
performance outcomes based upon a business model of inputs
and outputs.
Additionally, inherent to college governance in many
community colleges throughout the nation is the expectation
that a collegial or participatory model of decision-making
is the appropriate mode of governance for the academy.
This type of model structures an organization so that it
allows the opportunity for all constituencies to
participate in decision-making. Some states, such as
California, have mandated a participatory decision-making
process, commonly referred to as ''shared governance"
(AB1725, 1988), while others operate in a similar manner
not by legislative mandate but rather by commitment to the
collegial spirit of the academy.
States, such as Florida, which attempts to make
decisions collaboratively have also legislated structural
governance

(SB1162, 2001) in an attempt to create a

"seamless" educational system to improve accountability for
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the use of state resources. In fact, according to the
findings reported, Florida is unique in that no other state
has implemented a truly integrated K-20 education
governance structure.
Both California and Florida passed initiatives tying
funding to specific student performance outcomes.
California's Partnership for Excellence (PFE) program was
developed through the consultation process mandated in
AB1725

(1988). In contrast, Florida's Performance-based

Budgeting (PB2) program was legislated for all government
agencies with community colleges being the first of
Florida's education institutions to be required to
participate. However, according to the findings reported in
Chapter 4, both systems internally developed the
accountability measures to be used in funding performance
for community colleges.
The case study approach allowed for an in-depth
examination and analysis of the issues that arose as both
of the community college systems and colleges responded to
increasing demands for educational accountability.

The

study explored themes in the participants' perceptions of
shared decision-making, and performance funding tied to
student outcomes as a measure of accountability. The
findings described legislation, perceptions, attitudes,
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structures and processes and other concerns related to
governance and accountability for community colleges in
each state.
This chapter provides discussion and implications of
the findings within the theoretical framework of the four
major research questions. Additionally, the following sub
research question is inherent in each of the above
questions: How, if at all, do these perceptions differ at
the state (system) level from the local (college) level.
Discussion
Research Question One
What is the governance or decision-making process used
for community colleges in each state as described by key
stakeholders?

Consultation as mandated by AB1725 requires the
Chancellor and his staff to involve all system-wide
constituencies in decisions that affect the California
Community College System as an organization. A key benefit
to this process appears to be the inclusiveness of
decision-making with the outcome being that recommendations
brought to the Board of Governors will be more likely to be
accepted and supported. Consensus is not required though
every effort is made to reach consensus before moving
initiatives forward to the BOG. A benefit identified is
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that by working through the Consultation Council, the
system appears to be speaking with one voice and the
legislators are more likely to accept the recommendations
and not attempt to micromanage the organization. In
addition, because consultation allows for broad
constituency representation, the perception is that
decisions will be more likely to be accepted and
institutionalized throughout the system.
However, the consultation process can be slow, taking
as much as two to three months to move something through
consultation. And because the Consultation Council consists
of broad constituency representation, it can be
dysfunctional at times.

This dysfunctional behavior is

attributed to the fact that decision-making can become more
of a coalition decision-making process with each
constituency group advocating representational positions
rather than institutional positions.

Another issue

concerns the actual term "shared governance," because the
concept is mandated in the consultation language but the
term while commonly used throughout the system is not
specifically identified in the mandate.

This lack of

definition results in different interpretations throughout
the system, which can disrupt the decision-making process
particularly at the college level. AB1725 mandated the
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concept of consultation; however, it did not mandate the
actual process to be used at individual colleges.
Similarly, the shared governance process is subject to
conflicting definitions and understandings that varies from
college to college and potentially, creates unrealized
expectations regarding decision-making.
Florida does not have such a mandate but it does
attempt to address issues collaboratively statewide,
particularly through the Council of Presidents. In contrast
to California's constituency representation, Florida has
college representation with regard to decision-making
through its Council of Presidents. The perception is that
by reaching agreement among the presidents and colleges
before bringing an initiative forward, the legislators are
more likely to view the community colleges as a system
speaking with one voice rather than as competing entities
and therefore, respond more favorably to requests.
Likewise, consensus is aspired to but certainly not a
requirement as presidents can work around the process and
approach a legislator directly.

However, the perception is

that the new crop of presidents into the Florida community
college system appear to be more inclined to use a
participatory or collaborative system of decision—making
for the system and at their individual college than past
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college presidents. However, as with California, because
collaborative decision-making processes are defined and
structured by the college's leadership, it too can vary
from college to college.
Both states appear to use a collaborative input
process for decision making at the state level, the key
difference being that California's Consultation Council
includes all system constituency representation while
Florida's process includes only college presidents through
the Council of Presidents. The implication of this
difference is that Florida's process of including only the
presidents may be easier, yes.

Better, not necessarily as

there are fewer perspectives considered in arriving at
decisions that will affect all constituency.

How many

voices have to be heard before we can say that decision
making is a collaborative or shared process?
Research Question Two
What effect, if any, did the governance process have
on the development of the accountability measures and
performance-based funding initiatives currently in
existence (PFE in California and PB 2 in Florida) as
perceived b y key stakeholders?

In addition to defining a decision-making process for
the CCCS, AB1725 required the system to begin to address
educational accountability. Among other things, the bill
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authorized the Chancellor, pursuant to consultation, to
adopt student assessment measures.

It also directed

districts to:
Identify, review, and record certain
information, and to maintain specified programs
related to matriculation and availability of
courses and services, including those which meet
the diversity of student and community needs.
(AB1725, 1987, (24) p.11)

The legislation directed the Chancellor to assess and
initiate a renewed emphasis on student retention, transfer,
completion of vocational education programs, and skill
level improvement. In 1990, the Board of Governors adopted
the AB1725 Model Accountability System.

This model defined

accountability as the "use of information to measure
progress in the attainment of specified goals" (AB1725
Accountability Task Force, 1990, p. 2). The five
educational reform goals delineated in the AB1725
Accountability Model dealt with student access, student
success, student satisfaction, staff composition, and
fiscal condition. However, it was nearly a decade later
before the CCCS developed system-wide goals, which tied
funding at the state level to accountability of student
performance outcomes in its Partnership for Excellence
(PFE) program.
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The accountability measures used in PFE identified as
student performance outcomes were developed through the
mandated consultation process.

As a result there was

general agreement that all could "live with" the measures
delineated in PFE.

Since the PFE program was established

in 1998-99, it has produced impressive results.

According

to a presentation given by the Chancellor to a Senate sub
committee in March 2003: UC transfers have increased 21%
and CSU transfers have increased by 12.2%. The number of
associate degrees and occupational certificates has also
increased by 11%.

The rate of successful course completion

has increased slightly to its current rate of 69.3% and
workforce development course completions have increased by
30% (Nussbaum, p. 6).

According to a study reported in

Community College Week (June 2002), California community
colleges represented twenty-three of the top 100 Associate
degree producers for 2000-01

(The Top Associate Degree

Producers, p. 6-7). Furthermore, California serves a
diverse population with an expected growth rate of 16% by
the year 2020 anticipated for the state (Table 2). This
statewide population growth will undoubtedly result in an
increase to the 2.9 million students currently served by
CCCS.
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In the Florida Community College System (FLCCS),
several factors in the 1900's resulted in Florida
addressing issues of performance-based budgeting and
funding tied to student outcomes, planning, internal and
external accountability, and its current governance
structure. FLCCS was the first sector of higher education
in Florida to face the challenge of performance-based
funding. According to The Florida Community College System:
A Strategic Plan for the Millennium 1998-2003 by the
Florida State Board of Community Colleges

(January, 1999),

While measures had been previously developed
in response to a 1991 accountability requirement,
the tie between funding and performance did not
occur until 1994. The Performance-based Budgeting
(PB2) process was seen as a way of focusing
government on results with incentives that would
be available to hold agencies accountable, (p.
49)

In the introduction to this strategic plan report, the
purpose for developing the plan was,
To provide a framework for informed decision
making for the twenty-eight institutions in the
Florida Community College System while providing
feedback to the public and legislators. Three
major areas—Access, Outcome and Funding—were
selected initially as the focus of the plan (p.
5) .

A task force consisting of four Community College
Board members, three presidents, three vice presidents and
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one campus provost was convened to develop the statewide
strategic plan. The task force held a total of seven
meetings throughout the state, each of which included
reserved time for public testimony. These meetings were
held to gather information for purposes of developing the
long-range strategic plan for the FLCCS.

It had been

determined that a plan had to be developed if the Florida
community colleges were to meet the challenges facing the
state in the years to come.

According to the strategic

plan report, "by the year 2000, Florida is expected to rank
third in the country in terms of total population."

In

addition, the ethnic composition was expected to change
significantly with the state's population becoming more
diverse with a significant increase in the Hispanic
population. The population aged 18 and over was also
projected to grow by a million with the anticipation that
by 2010, 54.4% of the youth population will be non-white.
(Strategic Plan for the Millennium, January 1999, p. 12).
The impact of the above population changes along with a
growing demand from business and industry for a trained and
skilled workforce to meet the economic growth patterns
projected for Florida over the next 10 years required the
FLCCS to examine and plan for the future.
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In 1994, the legislators had enacted the Government
Performance and Accountability Act to establish
performance-based budgeting throughout all state agencies.
As previously stated, the FLCCS was the first education
agency in the state to begin operating under the PB2 or PBB
process which required that funding and performance be tied
together.

According to the FLCCS: Strategic Plan for the

Millennium Report 1998-2003

(January, 1999), "the PBB

measures have focused on awards and the students who
receive them" (p. 49). The amount of increased funds to the
FLCCS has been relatively small; however, it does appear as
if the process has resulted in improved performance for the
system. According to a study reported in Community College
Week (June, 2002), 7 of the top 10 Associate degree
producers for 2000-01 were Florida community colleges with
Florida having twenty-six of the total one hundred schools
reported (The 100 Top Associate Degree Producers, p. 6-7).
The effect of the decision-making process in each
state has resulted in both state systems receiving
performance-based funding tied to student performance
outcomes. The CCCS self-imposed performance-based funding
program tied to accountability measures in an effort to
obtain additional revenues for the system. In contrast,
Florida's legislators mandated performance-based funding
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tied to student performance outcomes funding for FLCCS.
However, both community college systems internally
developed the accountability measures used to fund the
colleges based upon student performance outcomes.
Research Question Three
What differences, if any, exist within each state's
governance process to indicate any possible impact on how
each state is addressing accountability and performancebased funding?

The accountability measures used in PFE and PB2 (PBB)
were similarly created in that each system internally
developed the accountability measures to be used to fund
the community college systems based upon performance.
However, as previously discussed with regard to research
question two, one of the primary differences between the
two state's performance-based funding models is related to
how each of the performance-funding programs came to exist.
California's PFE was an internal initiative in an attempt
to increase funding to the CCCS. While PB2 was an external
initiative legislated for all government agencies and did
not result in any additional funding to the FLCCS though it
did result in increased funding to particular colleges as a
result of attainment of performance outcome measures.
California's PFE program increases total system
funding, which is then distributed throughout the system on
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an FTE (full-time equivalent) student basis.

Colleges and

districts report measurement results regularly to the
Chancellor's office. However, individual colleges are not
currently held accountable for meeting those goals and
funding is received regardless of outcomes through the FTE
funding formulas. On the other hand, Florida's PB2 program
funds individual colleges based upon attainment of the
accountability measures. Performance-based funding in both
states is minimal. The primary difference between the two
states is that Florida's performance-based funding only
funds a college for performance if it achieves its
accountability goals.

In contrast, California funds all

colleges regardless of attainment of specific
accountability goals. The implication of this difference is
that because Florida is holding each individual college
accountable for student performance, the Florida colleges
might be more likely to focus more efforts on achieving
student outcomes.
Research Questions Four
How has the state's governance process impeded or
advanced the formation and implementation of the
performance-based funding process (PFE in California and PB 2
in Florida) as perceived by key stakeholders?

The perception is that while the actual concept of
performance funding was not similarly initiated, both
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states allowed for input into the actual accountability
measures.

Due to the reporting requirements of both states

regarding achievement of the accountability measures, there
appears to be an increased focus on student outcomes. Data
are being used to drive decisions and there is a greater
emphasis on strategic planning. The biggest impediment is
seen to be the lack of significant funding to the systems
to accomplish the goals and objectives defined for
community colleges.

Also, it takes time to establish

trends and analyze data so each of the programs must be
given the opportunity to succeed and impact educational
accountability.
Furthermore, this study found that performance could
not be strictly based upon an outputs model, as there are
many other variables to be considered when evaluating
educational success. A business model of inputs and outputs
assumes some control over inputs and sufficient resources
throughout the production process to achieve specific
quality outcomes.

Community Colleges serve all segments of

society through open-access admissions while providing
comprehensive and community based educational programs that
foster lifelong learning.

The mission and scope of

community colleges is far reaching so therefore inputs
cannot be quality controlled the way they are in a business
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model.

To attempt to do so would be in direct conflict

with the stated mission of community colleges. Access does
not mean that community colleges are without standards, but
it does mean that programs must be provided for students to
obtain the necessary prerequisites for entry. Adequate
funding is imperative if community colleges are to provide
programs that ensure such quality inputs. Finally, can an
output model based totally upon quantitative data measure
educational accountability?

Education of a student

consists of many intangibles including the development of
social skills, critical thinking, and application of
learning, and responsible citizenship, all of which are
more qualitative in nature. The implications of measuring
outputs purely based upon quantitative data are that
qualitative measurements that reflect a student's ability
to think, learn, value, and process information are
ignored.
Related Conclusions and Discussion
It is intriguing to find that conclusions arose during
analysis that were not central to the initial research
questions but appear to be particularly relevant to any
discussion related to issues of governance, accountability,
performance and funding. They include findings related to
1) the economy; 2) workforce development; 3), other
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educational systems; 4) student centered learning; and, 5)
leadership.
The Economy
Unfortunately, California's multi-billion dollar
deficit along with a slowed economy has resulted in
proposed cuts to various community college programs, which
potentially might amount to $530 million or a 10.5%
reduction in the 2002-03 community college budgets with a
similar reduction in 2003-04. The budget proposal also
includes the most significant fee increase from $11 per
unit to $24 per unit in 2003-04. However, the increase in
fees would not provide additional revenues to the colleges.
Net revenues from the fee increase would go directly to the
state's General fund and not be available for the colleges'
use.

(California Community College Chancellor's website,

News Releases, January 10, 2003, p.2). Several essential
programs geared towards student success, including PFE, are
at risk with reduced funding expected and in some cases,
programs discontinued.

(Chancellor's office News Release,

January 10, 2003, p. 1)
In contrast, according to Governor Bush's budget
recommendations for fiscal year 2003-2004, Florida is "much
better off than most of the nation" but it also
acknowledges a tough budget year ahead. The community
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college system's 2002-03 operating fund received an
increase of 8.7% over previous year's appropriation.

And

the 2003-04 budget proposed by the Governor includes a 1.8%
increase over the current year. In addition, the Governor's
proposal includes a 7% increase instudent tuition,
would be directed to the colleges.

which

However, due to recent

voter approval of Amendment 9, a high-speed rail
initiative, the FLCCS will not receive additional funds to
cover increases in student enrollment.

(Board of Education

Media Advisory, January 21, 2003, p. 3)
Workforce Development
While the economy has slowed down nationally, it is
anticipated that the demand for high-skilled,
technologically savvy workers will continue to increase
particularly when the economy begins its inevitable
upswing. Many decision makers would argue that community
colleges have an opportunity to position themselves for
this upswing by developing programs that are geared towards
the demands of industry.
Both California and Florida have begun to address
workforce development in their states. Initially Florida's
PBB included AA (Associate of Arts) degrees and workforce
development outcomes in PBB accountability measures.
However, among other things, SB1688

(1997) split the
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workforce away from the process; it funds workforce
improvements separately so that PBB is currently limited to
AA degrees and College Preparatory outcomes.
During the 1997 and 1998 legislative sessions,
workforce development funding based on performance became
one of the higher priority pieces of legislation for both
chambers. The result, which is still to be implemented, is
a funding system that merges funding for adult education,
vocational credit education, and degree/college credit
education into one system.

Both school districts and

colleges will earn funds from this system, and will have
15% of their prior year funding "at risk" based on their
performance.

(The Florida Community College System: A

Strategic Plan for the Millennium 1998-2003, January 1999,
p. 53)
Clearly, community colleges must take the initiative
and anticipate the demands of the future in developing
programs and courses.

The American economy continues to be

transformed by technology and the entrepreneurial spirit.
In order for companies to compete globally through
innovation, increased and competitive production, a skilled
workforce is needed. Florida and California leaders have
recognized this and are attempting to fund community
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colleges based upon achievements in workforce development
goals.
Other educational systems
Community Colleges compete with other educational
systems for limited resources in each state.

As one

California participant stated, "the people who are the most
effective at creating student learning are the least
funded."

The perception is that as long as funding is

based upon prestige and alumni association of legislators
and other leaders, community colleges will continue to be
under-funded. Community colleges are much more cost
effective regarding student learning and outcomes yet an
inverted pyramid appears to exist between funding and
outcomes.

State colleges and universities receive more

funds in both states, particularly so with each of the
university systems. Yet, it is the community colleges that
serve the most students. As states continue to experience
massive population growth and diversity of that population,
more and more demands will be placed on the community
colleges.
Student centered learning culture
An increased focus on accountability measures and
performance appears to have resulted in a shift in
education especially in developing student support services
that are more student-centered.

This was strikingly
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apparent in the Florida findings both at the system and
college level. In addition, students are being asked to
demonstrate critical thinking and communication abilities
beyond the discipline specific competencies. The Florida
College President has created a collaborative planning
environment that invites input where the focal point of
every decision, every dollar spent is on "how will this
affect student learning and how will we know it affected
student learning." Colleges are looking at ways to remove
administrative barriers to students' achieving their goals.
However, clearly it is important to recognize that an
education system that only emphasizes outcomes and
quantitative goals ignores the intangibles of education
that are so important to lifetime achievement.
Structure versus Leadership
The most significant finding of this study is the
confirmation that leadership is key to the success of any
initiative. Structure may be mandated but it is merely
that, a structure. People will work within structure but
perhaps without real commitment being fostered.

It is not

the structure that moves an organization forward but the
individuals leading the organization.

A Florida college

faculty participant demonstrated this when discussing the
new structure developed by the current president for
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decision-making as, "fundamentally changing" the
organization and the culture. The impact of the president's
leadership style was further evidenced by an executive
participant at the Florida college when comparing the
previous and current president's student centered
leadership styles, "Dr. X (previous president) didn't get
in the way of the learning initiative but he also didn't
really experience, live or understand it the way Dr. Y
(current president) does." So, when we talk about student
outcomes and pedagogical issues, we don't have to decipher
for him, "Its almost like we have to pinch ourselves every
once in awhile.

It is like there was a cloud holding us

back from real break through" regarding student outcomes.
However, community college leadership encompasses more
than the presidents to include, the Legislators, Governor,
and Governing boards.

All of these individuals have the

authority and power to make decisions but it is only with
true collaboration that decision outcomes are fostered,
nurtured and attained. The most salient finding
demonstrating leadership at this level is that Florida and
California have approached the issues of accountability and
governance in the reverse but clearly, the intent is the
same.

California's leadership first addressed governance

in 1988 through AB1725, establishing a system-wide process
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for decision making, which directed future development of
accountability with regard to performance.

Florida on the

other hand, first enacted performance funding tied to
accountability and has recently begun to address its entire
educational governance process. Both states have dealt with
issues of accountability, performance-based funding tied to
student performance outcomes and decision-making
governance; however, in a different order and manner.
Clearly, it is the leaders of each state, system, and
college who will determine whether or not true success has
been attained. To paraphrase Gandhi's eloquently stated
quote at the beginning of this chapter, law does not raise
standards, leaders do. The implication of this difference
is that California's shared governance process is commonly
described as dysfunctional because individuals have a
tendency to represent their personal interests and those of
their constituency rather than the good of the system. On
the other hand, Florida's process of including only the
presidents may be easier; however, it may not necessarily
be better.

Can decision-making be described as

collaborative that limits the number of voices heard?
Additionally, the lack of inclusiveness of broad
constituency representation will probably result in limited
systemic change.
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Implications for Leaders and Policymakers
The implications of shared decision-making on
accountability efforts tied to student performance outcomes
are more complex than they first appear.

Based upon the

data collected, analyzed, reported and discussed in this
chapter, the following are some implications identified for
leaders and policymakers as a result of this case study.
•

In a participatory or shared decision-making process,
efforts at accountability may be limited by a tendency
of individuals to protect personal or constituency
interest rather than identifying performance outcomes
that truly impact or measure student success.

• Accountability initiatives that measure and report
student outputs without considering accountability for
inputs will not result in true educational
accountability that will make significant improvements
in student outcomes.
• Leaders and policymakers considering mandating or using
participatory or shared decision-making to govern may
wish to explicitly define the terms, processes and
conditions. While more prescriptive and perhaps less
collegial in nature, the clarity will minimize
confusion and varying interpretations thus allowing for
more consistency in how decisions are reached.
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• Without consistent and adequate funding and time for
data reporting and analysis, systemic change is not
possible.
• Accountability as defined by most is having individuals
who can read, write and think independently. The number
of degrees awarded is a false measurement if the degree
does not produce competent contributing members of
society.
• Meaningful educational reform must also address
underlying societal problems.

Education is under

constant scrutiny to try and meet unreasonable demands
from the public many of whom have abrogated their
personal responsibility to be educated.
In general, a lack of or insufficient accountability
efforts may not be the problem with education -- values and
expectations may be the issue. Educational reform with
quick fixes of measuring quantifiable data while ignoring
qualitative outcomes does not address underlying social
concerns and will continue to result in a general lack of
confidence in K-20 public education.
Recommendations for Further Study
Ultimately, it may be concluded from this study that
if college and system constituencies are to share in
decision-making processes, it is imperative that the
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leadership style of the college president and the system
chancellor be one that fosters and nurtures such
collaboration. There is a wealth of diverse leadership
ability within community colleges and those that will enter
the field in the years to come.

As education continues to

move forward using a business model of performance to
justify funding, leaders are needed who can rise to the
challenge of adapting system and institutional culture to
respond to these demands while ensuring that the emphasis
on performance does not mitigate the quality of academic
excellence or attainment of the mission of community
colleges. Thus, examining community college leadership
would result in community college organizations that
provide increasing and diverse state populations with an
educated and skilled citizenry in an efficient and cost
effective manner.
Several recommendations for further research can be
made as a result of this study.

One such study might be to

examine whether California's AB1725 created expectations of
shared decision-making that has resulted in an environment
of coalition representation rather than collective
representation. Another is a quantitative study including a
large number of stakeholders from both states to compare
perceptions concerning the impact of shared or
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collaborative decision-making on efforts related to
accountability tied to student performance outcomes.
Another is replication of this case study using other
colleges within each system and also other community
college systems similarly addressing issues of decision
making governance and educational accountability measured
by student performance outcomes. Quantitative or
qualitative studies of other states introducing
accountability and performance-based funding systems are
also recommended for further research. Such studies might
also include whether or not the increase in student
performance outcomes has affected the state's economy
through workforce development. In addition, longitudinal
evaluation studies of outcomes to determine the impact of
each state's decision-making process on accountability
outcomes.
Finally, further examination of the two colleges
included in this study to analyze the effectiveness of the
president's leadership at both or one of the colleges,
particularly regarding shared decision-making and external
demands for accountability should be made. Such an
examination of the leadership of one or both of the current
presidents could provide some important insights and a
model for effectively selecting a president for an
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organization seeking to incorporate shared or participatory
decision-making into that organization's structure.
Limitations of the Study
This study utilized a purposeful sampling technique to
address the research questions. California and Florida were
selected because each possesses unique or extreme aspects
with regard to governance and issues of accountability as
it relates to student performance outcomes.

Therefore,

this study will only be transferable to community college
systems similarly addressing issues of governance as it
relates to decision-making and accountability as measured
by student performance outcomes.
California appears to be unique in that it mandated
its statewide decision-making process, commonly referred to
as "shared governance" in AB1725. The state of Florida does
not have such a statewide decision-making process but it
was in the midst of restructuring its entire educational
governance structure, which was effective January 2003
after most of the data had been collected and analyzed for
this study.
In addition, only one college from each system was
selected for inclusion. Therefore, the findings created
some insights into the two state systems but certainly
cannot speak for the whole community college system within
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each state. The two colleges selected were also in a great
deal of transition.

The California college's president had

recently resigned after more than a decade of service.

An

interim president was in leadership during the time of data
collection.

Simultaneously, the California college faculty

voted for unionization and they were in the process of
transitioning to this new representational process.
Therefore, assessment of the results of such a change was
not considered in the findings or what such union
representation's impact will be on the shared decision
making process at that college. The Florida college's
president, hired one year prior to data collection, was in
the process of restructuring the entire college's committee
representation. The final structure and its impact on the
college's decision-making process were not considered in
the findings. Therefore, the findings may be reflective of
the flux each college was experiencing due to system and
college-wide transitions.
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Appendix A
Formal letter of introduction

XYZ Street
San Diego, C a . 12345
J a nua ry 8, 2001

Cha ncello r Thomas J. Nu ssbau m
Cal iforni a C o m m unit y Colleges
1107 Nint h Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814-3607
Dear Ch ance l l o r Nussbaum:
I am a doctoral student at the Unive rsity of San Diego conducting
a disse r t a t i o n study entitled "The Relations hip Between G overna nce and
A c c o u n t a b i l i t y in C o m m uni ty Colleges: A Cross-Case A n a l y s i s . "
I have
chosen this topic because educational accoun tabili ty is one of the most
w i d e s p r e a d concerns facing c ommunity colleges today.
However, I
believe this issue must be a d d r e ssed p artic u l a r l y in r e l a t i o n s h i p to
the type of governance model employed within the c o m m un ity college
system/district.
An abstract of the study is enclosed.
I am reque sting an hour of your time to conduct an i n t e r v i e w of
your c o m m unit y college system/district at a time convenient to you.
A
p r e p a r e d list of int erview questions can be m ade available to you in
advance sh ould you agree to this process.
The intervi ew will be audio
taped and all inf ormation will be held in the strictest confidence.
E n c lo sed is a consent form that I will collect from you at the time of
the int erview should you agree to parti cipate in this study.
This letter will be followed b y a telephone call from me w i thi n a
week's time to confirm your agreement to the interview and arrange an
a ppointment convenient to your schedule. In the inter im you m a y reach
me at (123) 456-7890 or via e-mail at bdowd0palomar.edu if you have
any questions related to this interview.
Tha nk you for co nsidering par tic i p a t i n g in this study.

Sincerely,

Bonnie A n n Dowd,
Doctoral Student
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Appendix B
Consent Form
[State (System)]

Bonnie A n n Dowd is conducting a case analysis of your state
com mu n i t y college sy stem in partial fulfillment for the degree of
Doctor of Education, from the Uni ver s i t y of San Diego.
The p u rpo se of
this case study is to gain further insight and unde rs t a n d i n g of the
effect of a commun ity college system's governance on its a b i lit y to
create, implement and institutional ize a successful a c c o u n t a b i l i t y
program.
As a respondent in this study, I un dersta nd I will p a r t i c i p a t e in
one individual int erview that should last no longer than 60 m i n u t e s in
duration.
There m a y be a follow-up inquiry that will take no more than
20 minutes.
This follow-up m a y be h a nd led through e-mail or tel ephone
discussion.
M y pa rtic i p a t i o n in this study is entirel y v o l u n t a r y and I
u n d e r s t a n d I m a y refuse to p a rti cipate or w i t h draw at any time without
penalty.
There are no expenses that I must incur asso ci a t e d wit h this
study.
I u n d e r s t a n d that these interviews will be audio taped and
t r a n s c r i b e d for analysis and that m y identity will re main confidential.
Par ticip ation in this study m a y involve a minimal risk of loss of
confidentiality; however, the researche r will take all n e c e s s a r y
p rec aution s to eliminate or reduce this risk. The data for this study
will be u s e d in Ms. Dowd's dissertation, and m a y be u s e d in subsequent
articles and manuscripts.
I also u n d e r s t a n d that if I wish I might review the audiotape,
the trans c r i p t i o n and the final report.
There are no other agreements, w r i tten or verbal, r e l a t e d to this
study b e y o n d that expres sed in this consent form.
Bonnie A n n Dowd has
ex p l a ined the research project to me and ans wered m y questions.
I
u n d e r s t a n d that if I have further questions I may contact Bonn ie Ann
Dowd at any time at (123) 456-7890 or by e-mail at b d o w d @ p a l o m a r .e d u .
I m a y also contact the d i s serta tion committee chair, Dr. Paula A.
Cor deiro at (619) 260-4282 or b y e-mail at c o r d e i r o @ a c u s d . e d u .

basis,

I, the undersigned, un ders t a n d the above expl anations and on that
I give consent to m y v o l u ntary partic i p a t i o n in this research.

Sig nature of Subject

Date

Lo cation
Signature of Principal Resear cher

Date

Signature of Witness

Date
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Appendix C
Consent Form
[Local (College)]

Bonnie A n n Dowd is conducting a case analysis of your com mu n i t y
college in partial fulfillment for the degree of Doctor of Education,
from the Un iver s i t y of San Diego.
The purpose of this case study is to
gain further insight and unde rstan ding of the effect of a c o m m u n i t y
college district's governance on its abilit y to create, implement and
institu tional ize a successful a c c o u ntabil ity program.
As a respondent in this study, I under stand I will p a r t i c i p a t e in
one individual in terview that should last no longer than 60 m i nutes in
duration.
There m a y be a follow-up inqu iry that will take no more than
20 minutes.
This follow-up m a y be h a ndl ed through e-mail or telephone
discussion.
M y p a r t icipa tion in this study is entirely v o l u n t a r y and I
un d e r s t a n d I m a y refuse to partic ipate or withdr aw at any time without
penalty.
There are no expenses that I must incur a ssoci a t e d with this
study.
I u n d e r s t a n d that these interviews will be audio t aped and
tra nsc r i b e d for analysis and that m y identity will remain confidential.
P a r ti cipati on in this study m a y involve a minimal risk of loss of
confidentiality; however, the researcher will take all n e c e s s a r y
p rec aution s to eliminate or reduce this risk. The data for this study
will be use d in Ms. Dowd's dissertation, and m a y be used in subsequent
articles and manuscripts.
I also und ers t a n d that if I wish I might review the audiotape,
the t r a nscr iptio n and the final report.
There are no other agreements, written or verbal, r e late d to this
study b e y o n d that expres sed in this consent form.
Bonnie A n n Dowd has
ex p l a ined the research project to me and answered m y questions.
I
u n d e r s t a n d that if I have further questions I m a y contact Bonnie A nn
Dowd at any time at (123) 456-7890 or b y e-mail at b d o w d @ p a l o m a r .e d u .
I m a y also contact the d i sserta tion committee chair, Dr. Paula A.
Cor de i r o at (619) 260-4282 or b y e-mail at c o r d e i r o 0 a c u s d . e d u .

basis,

I, the undersigned, un derst and the above expl anations and on that
I give consent to m y v o l u nta ry par tic i p a t i o n in this research.

Signature of Subject

Date

Location
Sig nature of Principal Researcher

Date

Signature of Witness

Date
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Appendix D
Interview Question Guide #1
[State (System) Participants]
1.

Please describe the decision-making process used to
govern your state's community college system?

2.

(RQ 1)

Please describe how your state system's decision
making process has affected any attempt at addressing
educational accountability? Program-based funding?
Student performance outcomes?

3.

(RQ 2)

To what extent, if at all, has the decision-making
process used in governing community colleges in your
state hindered or helped in the implementation of
state initiatives associated with accountability
regarding student performance outcomes?

4.

(RQ 2, 3)

Would you please share with me your understanding

of

the circumstances that lead to the development of PFE
(PB2) for your community college system?
5.

(RQ 4)

What role did your state's decision-making process
play in impeding or advancing the formation and
implementation of the performance-based funding
program currently in existence in your state system
(PFE in California, PB2 in Florida)?

6.

(RQ 4)

Do you believe the PFE (PB2) program has been
successful in addressing educational accountability?
If yes, why?

If not, why not? (RQ 4)
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7.

If you could make changes to the PFE (PB2) initiatives
used by your state/system, what changes would you
make?

8.

(RQ 1, 2)

If you could change the type of decision-making
process used in your state system, what changes would
you make?

9.

(RQ 1)

What would you like for me to know about the
California (Florida) community college system's
decision-making process and/or efforts at educational
accountability that I haven't inquired about?

Why do

you think it is important for me to know this
fact/information?
10.

(RQ 1-4)

What other individuals do you think would serve as
valuable interview resources for this study?
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Appendix E
Interview Question Guide #2
[Local (College) Participants]

1.

Please describe the decision-making process currently
used to govern your college?

2.

(RQ1)

How do you think key stakeholders at the state system
level

(e.g., California's State Chancellor (Florida's

State Executive Director), state Board of Governors
and legislators perceive the decision-making process
used in your state's community college system?
3.

(RQ 1)

Please describe to me how your state system's
decision-making process has affected an attempt to
address educational accountability? Program-based
funding? Student performance outcomes?

4.

How has your college's governance model affected the
allocation of resources?

5.

(RQ 2)

(RQ 2, 3,4)

To what extent, if at all, does local college
governance ensure or detract from educational
accountability?

6.

(RQ 2, 3)

To what extent, if at all, has the decision-making
process used in governing community colleges in your
state hindered or helped in the implementation of
state programs associated with accountability
regarding student performance outcomes?

(RQ 2, 3)
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7.

Would you please share with me your understanding of
the circumstances that lead to the development of PFE
(PB2) for your community college system?

8.

(RQ 4)

What role do you perceive your state's decision-making
process to have played in impeding or advancing the
development and implementation of the performancebased funding program currently in existence in your
state (PFE in California, PB2 in Florida)?

9.

(RQ 4)

How have individuals at the state/system level

(e.g.,

State Chancellor (Executive Director), legislators,
Board of Governors) impeded or helped your
college/district's efforts with institutionalization
of the PFE (PB2) initiative?
10.

Do

(RQ 4)

you believe the PFE (PB2) program hasbeen

successful in addressing educational accountability?
If yes, why?
11.

If

If not, why not? (RQ 4)

you could make changes to the PFE (PB2)

initiatives

used by your state's community college system, what
changes would you make?
12.

(RQ 1, 2)

If you could change the type of decision-making
process used in your state system, what changes would
you make?

13.

(RQ 1)

What would you like for me to know about the
California (Florida) community college system's
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decision-making process and/or efforts at educational
accountability that I haven't inquired about?

Why do

you think it is important for me to know this
fact/information?
14.

(RQ 1-4)

What other individuals do you think would serve as
valuable interview resources for this study?
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Appendix F
Document Review Analyzer

The document review analysis process has been created
to assist the researcher in the analysis of various
documents to be reviewed during the course of this study.
This process has been developed using the research
questions as a guide.

The analyzer's primary purpose is to

assist in the collecting, sorting and coding of the data
obtained in this portion of the study.

Document analysis

is subordinate to the actual data obtained through the
interview process and will represent a small portion of the
data to be analyzed.

A case study is dependent upon the

information-rich data that emerges from the process;
therefore, the documents to be reviewed will merely provide
a chronological and factual perspective to the study.
Following is an initial list of the documents that the
research anticipates reviewing; however, as with the entire
study should the researcher become aware of other documents
relevant to the issues, they will be included in this
process.
• AB1725

(California's reform legislation which

mandated "shared governance")
•

PFE (California's Partnership for Excellence)

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

236

•

PB2 (Florida's Performance-Based Program
Budgeting)

• California and Florida's state statues dealing
with issues of governance, accountability and
performance-based funding
•

Florida's Amendment 8 of the state constitution
which called for a new governance model

•

PB2 Status reports

(produced annually by OPPAGA)

• California State Chancellor's annual PFE reports
• Websites of both the California State Chancellor
and Florida Executive Director regarding current
issues
Each document was reviewed to determine the rationale
for the legislation or program; events which lead to the
legislation or program; how long it has been in existence;
advantages and disadvantages; implications at both the
state and local level; evidence of success or failure.
illustration of the analyzer and how it might be used to
review a document is provided at Figure 1.
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Figure 1 . Assembly Bill 125 (AB1725) Legislation
Document Review Analyzer
Name of document
1987

AB1725

Type of document
Assembly bill legislation

Date of document March 5,
Governance (decision-making)
Yes - established shared
governance through the
Consultation Process
Performance-based funding
Implemented program-based
funding

Accountability
Called for development of
an accountability model
for community college
Summarized highlights of t le document
Validated CCC making it a system and clarified CCC's
mission
Delineated state and local roles
Established system of shared governance through the
"consultation process"
Faculty roles strengthened
Implications at college
Implications at state
level
level
Shared governance defined at
Clearly defined the role
state level through
of the State Chancellor
consultation
process but no
and the state Board of
clear procedures for
Governors (BOG)
implementation at the
Established consultation
college level
process in order for
Limited the ability of local
input to be solicited
trustees to raise funds for
from all constituency
the needs of district
groups throughout the
state
Coding Information
Date(s ) reviewed
November 14, 2000
Roles of constituencies
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